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PREFACE  TO  SECOND  EDITION. 


The  First  EditioD  of  this  work  has  been  out  of  print  for  several  years.  Mr 
Dickson's  absence  from  this  country,  and  the  pressure  of  qfficial  engage- 
ments, preyented  him  from  superintending  the  issue  of  a  new  edition.  At 
bis  request  I  undertook  the  duty  of  seeing  the  present  edition  through  the 
press,  and  of  bringing  it  into  conformity  with  the  existing  state  of  the  law. 

The  alterations  on  the  text  are  unimportant,  and  chiefly  verbal.  The  op- 
portunity which  I  have  had  of  comparing  the  text  with  the  decisions  and  the 
Institutional  writers  has  confirmed  my  previous  impression — ^an  impression 
wbich,  I  believe,  is  generally  entertained  by  the  Profession — that  the  Work 
IS  not  only  substantially,  but  minutely,  accurate.  Several  important  statutes 
bftve  been  passed,  and  many  decisions  of  great  value  have  been  pronounced, 
once  the  First  Edition  appeared.  These  are  mentioned  in  the  Additional 
Notes, — the  Additional  Notes  being  referred  to  by  numerals,  the  Notes  to 
the  First  Edition  by  letters.  The  leading  decisions,  more  particularly  those 
UQ  points  of  practice,  are  fully  analysed ;  and,  wherever  practicable,  the 
opinions  of  the  Judges  are  given  in  their  own  words. 

I  have  to  acknowledge,  in  a  special  manner,  my  obligations  to  Mr  W.  £. 
Gloag,  Advocate,  from  whom  I  have  received  most  material  aid  and  advice ; 
ud  without  the  assurance  of  whose  co-operation  I  should  not  have  ventured' 
U)  undertake  the  revision  of  a  work  which  embraces  so  wide  a  field,  and 
touches  on  so  many  departments  of  our  law. 

J.  S. 

Edisbuimh,  20  Alva  Stbbkt, 
Jamary  1864. 
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PREFACE  TO  FIRST  EDITION. 


Fob  several  years  the  want  of  a  Treatise  ob  the  Modem 
Rules  of  Eyidence  in  Scotland  has  occasioned  much  incon- 
venience and  difficulty  both  in  the  study  and  the  practice  of 
this  branch  of  law.  The  object  of  the  following  pages  is  to 
supply  the  desideratum.  With  this  view  the  author  has 
endeavoured  to  collect  and  analyse  all  the  Scotch  authorities 
upon  the  subject.  He  has  also  borrowed  whatever  light  could 
be  thrown  upon  it  from  other  systems  of  jurisprudence,  espe- 
cially those  of  England  and  America ;  and  that  not  merely 
by  examination  of  the  corresponding  chapters  in  the  best 
English  treatises,  and  in  the  comprehensive  and  philosophical 
work  of  Professor  Greenleaf,  but  also  by  constant  reference 
to  the  decisions  and  other  original  authorities  in  English  and 
American  law.  Care  has  at  the  same  time  been  taken  to 
point  out  any  peculiarities  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  which  de- 
stroy or  impair  the  applicability  of  illustrations  from  the  sys- 
tems of  other  countries. 
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On  points  of  practice  the  author  has  seldom  trusted  merely 
to  works  u{)on  forms  and  to  his  own  observation,  but  has 
consulted  gentlemen  engaged  in  both  branches  of  the  profes- 
sion ;  and  he  has  availed  himself  of  information  kindly  fur- 
nished by  Mr  Lothian,  Procurator-fiscal  of  Edinburgh,  and 
by  several  of  the  Clerks  of  Court  on  matters  within  their 
departments. 

Throughout  his  labours  he  has  derived  much  assistance 
from  Mr  Tait's  work,  in  which  nearly  all  the  authorities  on 
the  law  of  evidence  prior  to  the  year  1834  are  ably  digested. 
Sir  Archibald  Alison's  volumes  on  the  Criminal  Law  have 
also  been  referred  to  on  all  questions  relating  to  that  depart- 
ment of  thfe  subject.  From  these  sources  information  has 
been  derived  on  several  matters  which  have  not  been  treated 
by  any  of  the  institutional  writers,  or  brought  before  the 
Supreme  Courts  for  decision. 

The  author  has  great  pleasure  in  expressing  his  hearty 
thanks  to  those  gentlemen  who  have  favoured  him  with  in- 
formation and  suggestions  during  his  labours.  The  kind- 
ness of  many  of  his  brethren  of  the  Bar  he  has  endeavoured 
to  acknowledge  in  the  dedication.  But  he  cannot  deny  him- 
self the  gratification  of  thanking,  in  an  especial  manner,  Mr 
Sheriff  Logan  for  a  perusal  of  a  considerable  portion  of  his 
manuscript  work  on  Cautionary  Obligations,  which  contains 
a  lucid  commentary  upon  the  law  of  evidence  applicable  to 
that  subject,  and  upon  the  doctrine  of  m  tnterventus.  To 
tlie  unwearied  kindness  of  Mr  Patrick  Fraser,  Advocate,  the 
author  is  indebted  for  many  valuable  suggestions,  offered 
during  a  revisal  of  the  greater  part  of  the  work  as  it  passed 
through  the  press.     Another  of  his  brethren  of  the  Bar,  by 
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collating  nearly  the  whole  references  to  authorities,  has  much 
increased  the  value  of  the  work,  and  laid  the  author  under 
very  great  obligations. 

Notwithstanding  the  means  which  have  been  used  for  se- 
coring  copiousness  and  accuracy,  the  author  is  aware  that 
errors  must  have  escaped  detection.  He  would  fain  hope 
that  they  are  few,  and  that  they  will  not  prevent  the  work 
from  being  a  useful  aid  in  the  study  and  practice  of  the  Law 
of  Evidence. 

W.  G.  D. 


Edutbubgh,  7  Fettss  Row, 
19a  Jvfy  1856. 
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A  TREATISE 


ON 


THE  LAW  OF  EVIDENCE 


IN  SCOTLAND. 


JvKBY  cause  vhich  comes  before  a  court  of  justice  embraces  two 
questions,  namely,  first,  what  are  its  facts ;  and,  second,  what  is  the 
liw  applicable  to  those  facts.  The  first  of  these  questions  is  deter- 
ttiiBed  by  evidence,  which  is  of  various  kinds,  according  to  the  na- 
to  of  the  facts  to  be  ascertained  and  the  means  available  for  in- 
vestigating them.  In  all  systems  of  jurisprudence  there  are  rules 
f«w  detennining  the  admissibility  and  value  of  the  different  kinds 
'jf  eTidence,  and  the  modes  in  which  they  may  be  adduced ;  the 
s»ain  object  of  such  rules  being,  to  exclude  valueless  and  deceptive 
pRKife,  to  secure  regularity  in  the  investigations,  and  to  confine 

within  reasonable  limits  the  duration  and  expense  of  judicial  pro- 
teedingg. 

Most  countries  also  recognise  forms  for  the  eflFectual  constitu- 
^^  transmission,  and  extinction  of  certain  rights  and  obligations  ; 
»liile  some  transactions  are  not  completed  until  they  have  been  en- 
^ftd  in  an  appropriate  register,  in  order  that  their  existence  may 
^  known  to  all  persons  interested  in  them. 


Ixxii 


INTRODUCTORY. 


The  Law  of  Evidence  comprehends  the  rules  as  to  judicial  in 
vestigation  into  matters  of  fact,  and  the  general  principles  regard 
ing  formal  writings  and  registers ;  the  technical  details  of  whicl 
fall  within  the  province  of  the  Conveyancer. 


In  the  following  pages  the  Law  of  Evidence  in  Scotland  will  b< 
considered  in  two  parts ;  the  first  of  which  will  embrace  the  gene 
ral  rules  applicable  to  all  kinds  of  evidence ;  and  the  second  wil 
deal  with  the  more  detailed  rules  regarding  the  different  items  o 
which  the  proof  in  a  cause  may  be  composed,  or — as  they  are  usu 
ally  termed — the  different  instruments  of  evidence. 


PAET   FIRST. 

GENERAL  RULES  APPLICABLE  TO  ALL  KINDS 

OF  EVIDENCE. 


PAET    FIEST. 

GENERAL  RULES  APPLICABLE  TO  ALL  KINDS  OF 

EVIDENCE. 


TITLE  I. 


OF  THE  BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 


§  1.  In  every  case  of  disputed  fact  the  first  question  to  be 
<ieteniiined  is, — upon  whom  does  the  burden  of  proof  lie  ?  On  this 
depends  the  effect  of  either  party  failing  to  prove  his  averments,  as 
weD  as  the  point,  sometimes  an  important  one,  which  party  is  to 
open  (a). 

§  2.  The  fundamental  principle  regarding  the  burden  of  proof 
is,  that  it  rests  with  the  party  who  would  fail  if  no  evidence  were 
adduced  on  either  side  (6).  Accordingly,  it  always  lies  on  the  pur- 
sner  in  the  first  instance ;  because  he  is  in  petitorio,  and  no  one  by 
merely  raising  an  action  can  require  his  antagonist  to  disprove  his 
allegations ;  and  because  in  pari  casu  melior  est  conditio  possi- 
dentis (c). 


(s)  In  ciTil  jury  trials  in  England,  the  question  of  the  onus  often  arises  at  the  trial 
in  a  diaeoasion  upon  this  latter  point ;  Taylor,  270 ;  but  in  Scotland,  the  Conrt  at  an 
isz^  stage  of  the  case,  fix  which  party  is  to  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue ;  Macf.  Pr.,  99, 
100.  In  criininal  prosecutions  in  both  countries,  questions  of  the  <mu9  probandi  are 
cvdved  daring  the  trial,  as  it  always  falls  on  the  prosecutor  to  begin,  while  there  is 
■Bietimes  a  difficulty  in  determining  how  far  he  must  go  in  his  proof  before  being  en- 
titied  to  a  Terdict.  (6)  1  Starkie  Ev.,  41S— Taylor,  261.  (c)  Mitchell 

*.Baokine,1882, 10  8..716. 


2  BURDEN  OF  PROOF.  §  3- 

§  3.  Where  there  are  mutual  conjoined  actions  the  question 
which  party  must  take  the  onus,  depends  upon  the  presiimptions 
arising  in  the  circumstances.  If  a  defender  has  been  obliged  to 
raise. an  incidental  process, — as  of  declarator,  reduction,  or  proving 
of  the  tenor,  he  must  prove  the  facts  thereby  put  in  issue  ;  because 
the  very  ground  on  which  he  has  to  raise  such  an  action  is,  that 
the  burden  of  proof  lies  upon  him  (d).  When,  however,  the  second 
action  is  not  necessary  for  the  plea  of  the  defender  in  the  first,  his 
raising  it  will  not  transfer  the  burden.  Thus,  where  an  heir  raised 
a  reduction  of  his  ancestor  s  settlement  upon  the  head  of  deathbed, 
and  the  trustees  under  it  brought  a  declarator  of  liege  poustie,  and  the 
actions  were  conjoined,  the  heir  was  made  pursuer  of  the  issue  (c). 
In  conjoined  actions  of  implement  and  reduction  of  a  decree-arbi- 
tral, the  pursuer  of  the  reduction  (which  came  first  into  Court),  was 
allowed  to  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue  (/).^  In  competing  claims 
for  a  succession,  so  long  as  neither  party  has  been  served  heir,  the 
burden  of  proof  ought  not  to  be  laid  on  one  rather  than  on  the  other, 
as  both  are  in  petitorio,  and  are  generally  on  an  equal  footing  as  to 
legal  presumption.  Accordingly,  the  recent  Act  regarding  services 
directs  the  Sheriff  in  cases  of  competing  petitions  of  service  to  con- 
join the  petitions,  and  take  evidence,  "  allowing  to  each  of  the  par- 
ties, not  only  a  proof  in  chief  with  reference  to  his  own  claim,  but  a 
conjunct  probation  with  reference  to  the  claim  of  the  other  parties  " 
{g).  When  the  conjoined  petitions  are  advocated,  and  a  trial  by 
jury  directed  (A),  there  will  be  a  difficulty  as  to  which  party  is  to 
stand  pursuer  of  the  issue.  In  one  case  of  this  kind  where  a  party 
claiming  to  be  heir  was  opposed  by  three  ccgnpetitors,  claiming  to 
be  connected  with  the  deceased  in  a  more  remote  degree,  and  all 
denying  his  relationship,  the  Court,  in  an  advocation  of  the  con- 
joined petitions  of  service,  appointed  him  to  stand  pursuer  of  the 


((Q  Thus  when  the  defender  in  a  possessory  action  to  have  an  erection  removed 
brings  a  declarator  of  his  right  to  put  it  up,  he  stands  pursuer  of  the  issue ;  Brand  v. 
Oharteris,  1842,  4  D.,  846.  (c)  Macdougalls  v,  Gordon,  1831,  9  S.,  892.    The 

deed  being  valid  «c  fcteiey  was  good  till  reduced.    The  question  here  was,  which  partj 
VHU  entiOed  to  stand  pursuer.  (/)  M'Phersons  v.  Ross,  1831,  9  S.,  797.1  (y)  iq 

and  11  Vict.,  c.  47,  §  11.  (A)  Ibid.,  §  17. 


1  Here,  as  in  the  case  of  Macdougalls,  the  question  was,  who  was  entitled  to  stand 
pursuer,  and  to  to  have  the  right  of  reply ^  to  which  the  pursuer  of  an  issue,  at  the  date  of 
these  decisions,  was  entitled.  But  as,  according  to  present  practice,  the  defender  has 
the  right  to  speak  last,  the  question  who  is  entitled  to  stand  pursuer  does  not  now  occor ; 
18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  86,  }  44. 
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issue  in  the  first  trial,  as  against  all  the  other  competitors.  The 
terdict  was  against  him ;  and  the  case  is  now  in  Court  with  regard 
to  farther  procedure  (t).^  In  competitions  of  heirs,  however,  when 
one  claimant  has  been  served,  and  another  raises  a  reduction 
of  his  service,  the  question  arises  upon  the  title  of  the  latter  to  re- 
duce ;  the  retour  or  decree  of  service  presumes  propinquity,  and  the 
new  claimant  must  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue,  whether  he  is  near- 
est heir  to  the  deceased  (i).  But  it  would  seem  that  this  is  not 
the  rule  in  reductions  at  the  instance  of  the  Crown  m  uUimua 
loots  (?).  In  one  case  where  each  of  two  claimants  served  himself 
heir,  and  brought  a  reduction  of  the  other's  service,  each  had  to 
stand  pursuer  of  an  issue  of  his  own  propinquity  (m).  But  there 
li^re  specialities  in  this  case.  In  such  competitions  the  onus  fre- 
quently shifts  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  as  it  is  the  form  of  the 
action,  and  not  presumptions  from  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  fixes 
the  burden  in  the  first  instance  {n)} 

Where  the  question  of  a  right  of  public  road  was  raised  by  the 
proprietors  of  the  ground  bringing  an  etction  of  declarator  that 

there  was  no  public  road  in  the  direction,  the  Court  required  the 

^_ » 

(i)  Morris  v.  Morgan,  13th  Not.  1863.  The  case  has  been  appealed.^  (k)  Wil- 
fai  r.  FarreU,  1846,  8  D.,  1226— M*Lean  v,  M'Lean,  1849,  11  D.,  880— Douglaa  v. 
Haznilton,  1769,  2  Pat.,  143.  (Q  M'Lean  v.  Off.  of  State,  1846,  6  Bell's  App. 

Ci,  60.  (to)  Watson  v,  Watson,  1884,  7  W  and  S.,  686 ;  and  1836,  14  S.,  784. 

(ii)  See  below,  i  12. 


'  The  competition  in  this  case  occurred  in  a  mnltiplepoinding  brought  by  the  judi- 
d&l  factor  on  the  estates  in  question,  and  not,  as  stated  in  the  text,  in  an  advocation  of 
CBBJained  petitions.  The  yerdict,  which  the  Court- applied  on  the  motion  of  the  defen- 
^a,  was  that  the  case  of  the  pursuers  was  not  proven.  In  the  appeal  (besides  the  argn 
BKat  on  the  terms  and  form  of  the  verdict)  it  was  contended  (1)  that  the  judicial  fac- 
tor, as  representing  the  estate,  was  the  proper  contradictor  of  the  issue,  and  that  as  he 
hd  not  been  made  a  defender  of  the  issue,  there  had  been  no  proper  contradictor  ;  (2) 
that  the  cases  of  aU  the  claimants  should  have  been  sent  to  trial  at  once  before  the 
nme  jury,  and  that  the  appellants  should  not  have  been  made  to  stand  pursuers  against 
tU  the  other  claimants.  But  the  House  of  Lords  approved  of  the  procedure  adopted 
&r  the  trial,  and  held  that  those  claiming  beneficial  interest  on  the  estate  were  the  pro- 
per defenders  of  the  issue,  and  that  no  greater  obligation  had  been  imposed  on  the 
a^dlaats  than  every  one  in  similar  circumstances  had  necessarily  to  undertake.  The 
Hoose,  however,  thought  that  the  verdict  was  uncertain,  and  they  remitted  the  cause ; 
Msgan  9.  Morris,  1866,  2  Macqueen,  342. 

'  Where  the  defender,  in  a  reduction  of  his  confirmation  as  executor-dative  qua  near- 
flitof  Idn,  denied  the  pursuer's  legitimacy,  and  the  pursuer  did  not  aver  that  his  father 
ad  mother  had  been  regularly  married,  but  stated  that  they  were  habit  and  repute 
Bsnied  persons,  the  Court  refused  the  pursuer  an  issue,  but,  with  consent  of  the  defen- 
^,  allowed  him  a  proof  of  his  legitimacy,  reserving  the  question  whether  he  was  a  com- 
petEnt  witness ;  Swinton  v.  Swinton,  1862,  24  D.,  838. 

a2 
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defender  in  the  action  to  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  the  real  claimant,  and  that  the  proprietors  were  really 
on  the  defensive  (o).  It  was  observed  on  the  bench  that  there  is 
no  general  rule  as  to  the  burden  of  proof  in  such  cases,  but  that  the 
decision  then  pronounced  would  rule  the  greater  proportion  of  them 
in  future. 

§  4.  It  is  only  when  the  defences  contain  a  simple  denial  of 
the  pursuer's  averments,  that  the  onus  falls  as  a  matter  of  course 
upon  him.  In  the  more  common  case  of  the  defence  being  laid 
upon  explanations  or  counter  averments,  which  in  their  nature 
admit  of  proof,  the  question  which  party  must  take  the  lead  is 
determined  by  more  discriminating  rules  (j>). 

The  leading  rule  is  one  "which  natural  reason  and  common 
sense  dictate,"  namely,  that  the  party  alleging  the  affirmative  must 
prove  it  (q).  And  the  operation  of  this  rule  is  not  determined  by 
the  mere  form,  but  by  the  substance  and  eflfect  of  the  averment, 
which  can  generally  be  stated  either  affirmatively  or  negatively  by 
a  slight  change  of  expression  (r). 

This  leading  rule,  however,  is  subject  to  several  exceptions. 

§  5.  Where  the  legal  presumption  is  in  faVour  of  one  party's 
plea,  the  party  maintaining  the  opposite  must  prove  it,  although 
involving  a  negative  (»).  Thus  one  who  alleges  that  a  person  is  not 
sane  must  prove  it,  the  presumption  being  in  favour  of  sanity  (f).* 
Thus  also,  as  there  is  a  strong  presumption  against  documents  vi- 
tiated in  essential  parts,  it  falls  on  those  claiming  under  such  deeds 

(o)  Barings  v,  M'Queen,  1853, 15  D.,  455.  In  some  previous  cases  where  the  point 
was  not  raised,  the  proprietor  stood  pnrsner  of  the  issue ;  Forbes  v,  Morrison,  1851,  18 
D.,  1404.  (p)  For  example,  where  a  landlord  brought  an  ejectment  against  a 

party  claiming  to  sit  by  sublease  from  the  landlord's  tenant,  and  the  landlord  denied 
that  the  principal  tenant's  lease  gave  power  to  subset,  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of 
the  power  must  be  proved  by  the  tenant ;  and,  the  lease  having  been  loet,  the  subtenant 
was  ejected;  E.  Glasgow  v.  Hamilton,  1851,  18  D.,  1290.  (j)  1  Startie,  418— 

(The  quotation  in  the  text  is  finom  this  work)— 1  Phil.,  493— Taylor,  261—1  Greenleaf. 
98— Downes  v.  Gassels,  1829,  2  De.  and  And.,  184— Aitken  v.  Charles  &  Co.,  1830,  8 
S.,  446,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Boyle — Bishop  r.  Mersey  and  Clyde  Nav.  Co.,  1830,  2 
De.  and  And.,  295— Bathbone  v,  Glenny,  1833, 11  8.,  574— Brand  v.  Charteris,  1842,  4 
D.,  345— Bamsay  r.  M*Lellan,  1845,  8  D.,  142— Johnston  v.  Macdonald,  1834, 12  S., 
668— Waddell's  Trus.  v.  Scot,  1883,  11  S.,  655.  (r)  Soward  ».  Leggett,  1836, 

7  C.  and  P.,  613 ;  per  Lord  Abinger,  1  Starkie  Ev.,  418.  (#)  1  Starkie  Ev.,  422 

—1  Phil.,  495— Taylor,  268.  {t)  Towart  v,  Sellais,  1815,  6  Dow.  231— Bell's 

Prin.,  2108.< 


4  Sutton  p.  Sadler,  1857 ;  3  Scott's  N.  R.,  87. 
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toproYe  that  the  alterations  were  made  innocently  (w).  The  legal 
jresomption  in  favour  of  life  requires  the  party  averring  death  to 
poTe  it,  or  circumstances  sufficient  to  overcome  the  presump- 
tam(ip).*  In  an  action  for  infringement  of  a  patent,  the  exist- 
€ace  of  the  patent  is  prima,  fade  evidence  of  its  originality,  so  as 
Id  throw  the  onus  of  proving  the  opposite  on  the  defender  («).•  A 
ptrty  granting  an  acknowledgment  in  such  terms  as,  "  Eeceived 
from  A  B  the  sum  of  £12,"  and  alleging  that  it  was  not  granted 
with  the  view  of  creating  an  obligation  to  repay,  but  for  some  other 
pcpose,  c.y.,  as  a  receipt  for  money  paid  him  on  behalf  of  a  joint 
adTentore,  must  prove  his  averment  (j/)?  But  where  the  acknow- 
fedgment  is  in  a  bill  on  which  prescription  has  run,  the  burden  of 
jooaf  is  reversed  (2).  Where  bills  were  challenged  as  having  been 
obtained  from  a  party  without  value  and  on  fake  representations, 
tod  where  the  holders  alleged  that  they  received  them  from  him 
as  donations,  the  Court  required  the  challenger  to  stand  pursuer  of 
tiie  igsae,  althou^  he  pleaded  that  the  presumption  against  dona- 
tions threw  the  omtsprobandi  on  the  holders  of  the  bills  (a). 

I  6.    Where  a  presumption  in  favour  of  an  averment  arises 
from  the  coui^e  of  trade  or  business,  the  opposite  must  be  proved. 


(>)  Whitehead  v.  Armstrong,  1886, 14  S.,  544— Armstrong  0.  Wilson,  1842,  4  D., 
m7-l£iller  v.  Robertson,  1836,  13  8.,  818— M'Lean  v.  Morrison,  1834,  12  S.,  618. 

(»)  Tait,  478,  and  cases  there  cited— Wilson  v.  Hodges,  1802,  2  East.,  312. 

(z)  Enssell  v.  Crichton,  1838, 16  S.,  1165.  (y)  Martin  v.  Crawford,  1860, 12  D., 

^S^AIkn  V.  Morraj,  1837, 16  S.,  1130.7  (2)  See  the  chapter  on  Sexennial 

Fftniptkm.  (a)  Wilkie  v,  Chalmers,  1864, 16  D.,  961. 


*  There  being  a  presumption  tliat  a  man's  domicile  of  origin  continues  his  domicile,. 
^««  lies  on  the  party  who  aUeges  a  different  domicile ;  Aikman  v.  Aikman,  1861, 
}  Miocpeen,  864 ;  per  Lord  Wensleydale,  877. 

*  A  eeitificate  of  registry  was  held  such  pruna  facie  evidence  of  title  to  a  ship,  that 
te  holding  it  obtained  unconditional  recal  of  arrestments  used  by  creditors  of  the 
biBa  ovnen,  though  the  arresters  averred  that  the  transference  was  fraudulent  and 
«fiwTe;  Dnffos  &  Lawson  v.  Mackay,  1867, 19  D.,  480. 

'Fnaet  v.  Bruce,  1867,  20  D.,  116.  In  Thomson  v,  Geekie,  1861,  23  D.,  693, 
^^^^  raised  an  action  for  £30,  founding  on  a  document  in  the  following  terms : — 
"Beeoved  from  G  the  sum  of  £30  sterling,  as  per  agreemerU."  The  document  was 
Uogtiph  of  and  signed  by  the  defender.  The  majority  of  the  Court  held  that  the 
*Bidi  **  as  per  agreement  '*  did  not  affect  the  onu$  probandiy  and  that  it  was  to  be  pre- 
^Hd  fiiat  the  money  had  been  advanced  in  loan,  and  not  as  a  consideration  for  certain 
"^^ieei,  u  alleged  by  the  defender.  But  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Inglis  (differing  from 
^  mt  of  tiie  Court)  thought  the  document  disclosed  an  apparent  ambiguity,  that  the 
pHtjr  iboading  on  it  ought  to  show  that  the  agreement  referred  to  was  consistent  with 
"* (Sua;  and,  therefore,  that  the  onus  was  in  the  first  instance  on  the  pursuer. 
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although  a  negative  (6).  Thus  in  actions  upon  contracts  inferring 
warrandice,  e.g.,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  horse,  it  does  not  lie 
with  the  pursuer  to  prove  a  special  warrandice,  but  with  the  de- 
fender to  prove  that  there  was  none  {c)}  And  under  an  issue  of 
partnership  it  is  presumed,  until  the  contrary  is  proved,  that  the 
contract  was  to  carry  on  business  as  open  and  avowed  partners  (c?).' 
Thus  also,  where  there  had  been  a  regular  course  of  business  be- 
tween the  pursuer  and  defender,  under  which  the  latter  received 
money  from  the  former  and  accounted  for  it  statedly,  the  burden 
of  proving  that  he  did  not  account  in  any  individual  instances  falls 
on  the  pursuer  {e)}^  On  the  same  principle,  where  there  is  proof 
of  the  regular  practice  of  a  house  of  business  to  dispatch  its  letters 
in  a  particular  manner  to  the  post-office,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  individual  letter  in  question  was  so  despatched  (/);  and 
proof  that  a  letter  was  put  into  the  post-office  seems  to  lay  the  onus 
of  proving  non-delivery  on  the  party  averring  that  fact  (g)?^ 


(6)  Stewart  t;.  Gordon,  1831,  9  S.,  466.  (c)  M'Bey  v.  Reid,  1842,  4  D.,  S49. 

(d)  Fraser  v  Hair,  1848, 10  D.,  1402.  {e)  Tait,  466,  and  cases  ib.  cit.— Evans 

V.  Birch,  1811,  8  Camp.,  10— See  Gye  and  Co.  i;.  HaUam,  1834, 12  S.,  811. 

(/)  Sandeman  v.  Thomson,  1831,  10  S.,  4— Robertson  t>.  Gamach,  1835,  14  S.,  139 
—Stock  V.  Aitken,  1846,  9  D.,  76— Galbreath  ©.  Warden,  1820,  Hume  D.,  79. 

(^)  Stewart  v.  Wright,  1821, 1  S.,  213,  and  cases  in  preceding  note.^^ 


8  Section  6  of  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act  provides, — "  Where  goods  shall,  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act,  be  sold,  the  seller,  if  at  the  time  of  the  sale  he  was  without 
knowledge  that  the  same  were  defective,  or  of  bad  quality,  shall  not  be  held  to  have 
warranted  their  quality  or  sufficiency,  but  the  goods,  with  all  faults,  shall  be  at  the  risk 
of  the  purchaser,  unless  the  seller  shall  have  given  an  express  warranty  of  the  quality 
or  sufficiency  of  such  goods,  or  unless  the  goods  have  been  expressly  sold  for  a  specified 
and  particular  purpose,  in  which  case  the  seller  shall  be  considered,  without  such  war- 
ranty, to  warrant  that  the  same  are  fit  for  such  purpose." — 19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60.  The 
term  "  goods  "  in  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act,  comprehends  horses  (Young  v.  Gif- 
fen,  1868,  21  D.,  87— Sim  v.  Grant,  1862,  24  D.,  1033);  and,  therefore,  the  purchaser  of 
a  horse  suing  for  recovery  of  the  price,  on  the  ground  that  the  horse  was  unsound,  was 
required  to  put  in  issue  whether  the  defender  gave  an  express  warranty  that  the  horse 
was  sound ;  Young  v.  Giffen,  ut  supra. 

*  A  pursuer,  who  wished  to  prove  a  partnership,  and  that  each  partner  had  equal 
shares,  was  obliged  to  take  an  issue  whether  the  parties  carried  on  business  as  copart- 
ners with  equal  shares,  although  he  argued  that  there  was  a  presumption  for  equality ; 
Aberdeen  Town  and  County  Bank  o.  Clark,  1869,  22  D.,  44. 

10  When  accounts  have  been  balanced,  a(nd  docqueted  as  correct,  for  a  series  of  years, 
the  onus  of  proving  error  lies  on  the  party  disputing  them ;  Maclaren  or  Law  v.  Wil- 
son. 1862,  24  D.,  677— Laing  v.  Laing,  1862,  24  D.,  1862. 

11  Mackenzie  v.  Dott,  1861,  23  D.,  1810.  The  service  of  various  statutory  notices 
is  sufficiently  proved  by  proof  that  they  were  put  in  the  post-office  duly  addressed  in 
such  time  as  to  admit  of  delivery  in  the  ordinary  course  within  the  period  prescribed  by 
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§  7.  In  general,  also,  the  negative  must  be  proved  when  it  in- 
Tolres  a  criiuinal  omission,  and  there  is  consequently  the  presump- 
tkm  of  innocence  against  it  (h).  Accordingly,  in  an  action  in  Eng- 
land for  putting  combustibles  on  board  the  plaintiff's  ship  without 
lotice  of  their  nature,  in  consequence  of  which  the  ship  was  burnt, 
the  plaintiff  had  to  prove  the  want  of  notice  (i)  ;  and  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  cutting  trees  without  consent  of  the  proprietor,  who  had 
giTen  directions  for  conducting  the  prosecution,  but  had  died  before 
the  trial,  his  non-consent  to  the  cutting  had  to  be  proved  (k),^  The 
^me  principle  is  often  illustrated  in  prosecutions  laid  upon  neglect 
of  duty*  But  in  cases  of  concealment  of  pregnancy,  the  prosecutor 
has  only  to  prove  the  pregnancy,  and  the  negative  fact  of  the  panel 
lot  having  revealed  her  condition  to  any  one  will  rest  on  the  aver- 
ment to  that  effect  in  the  libel  until  it  be  disproved  (Z).  This  arises 
from  the  impossibility  of  the  prosecutor  proving  concealment  from 
eveiy  person,  and  the  facility  with  which  the  panel  can  show  that 
de  revealed  her^state  to  some  person,  if  that  be  the  fact.  It  comes 
imder  the  rule  as  to  a  fact  falling  peculiarly  within  the  party's  own 
knowledge  (m). 

The  negative  must  also  be  proved  where  it  is  an  averment  of 
frand  (n),  or  of  omission  or  irregularity,  which,  although  not  crimi- 
nal, is  culpable  (o).  On  this  ground,  in  an  action  on  a  poUcy  of 
sea  insurance,  the  defence  that  the  vessel  was  not  fully  equipped, 
although  a  negative,  must  be  proved  (p)  ;  and  the  same  holds  as  to 
an  averment  of  concealing  material  facts  in  a  contract  of  insur- 
ance (g).  On  the  same  principle,  where  an  extract  decree  ex  /acie 
regular,  but  which  did  not  bear  the  date  of  extracting  (that  not 
being  necessary),  was  charged  on,  and  the  charge  was  suspended  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  six  days  having  elapsed 


(*)  1  Starkie  Ev.,  421—1  Greenleaf,  106.  (i)  WUliaraa  t;.  E.  Ind.  Co.,  1802, 

«  Etrt,192.  (*)  R.  V,  Hazy,  1826,  2  C.  and  P.,  468  »2^-Bee  also  R.  v.  Rogers, 

ISll,  2  Camp..  654.  (t)  1  Hume,  294—1  Al.,  155.  (m)  Infra,  U  9  and  10. 

(»)  CampbeU  i^.  Aberdeen  Ins.  Co.,  1841,  8  D.,  1010.  (o)  1  Phil^  498— Taylor, 

aea— 1  Giecnleaf,  106.  {p)  Harvie  v.  Smith,  1818, 1  Mur.,  302.  (7)  El- 

kbi  9.  Janseii,  1846, 18  M.  and  W.,  655 — Campbell  v,  Aberdeen  Ina.  Co.,  1841,  8  D., 
1010 — See  another  illustration  of  the  principle  noticed  in  the  text  in  Condle  v.  M'Donald, 
1834, 18  &,  61. 


ife  putieiilar  Act— see  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  58,  }  9  (Registration  of  Voters)  ;  19  and  20 
^leL,  e.  108,  2  ^  (Nuisance  Removal) ;  20  and  21  Vict.,  c.  78,  §  10  (Smoke  Nuisances 
imakdmeat)  ;  25  and  26  Vict,  c.  89,  }{  62,  68  (Companies  Act,  1862). 

^  The  pioaecQtion  was  for  the  statutory  offence  of  cutting  trees  '*  without  the  con- 
iott  of  the  owner ;"  6  Geo.  Ill,  c.  86. 
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before  the  extract  was  made,  it  was  held  that  the  suspender  must 
prove  that  the  extract  was  issued  prematurely  (r).  So  a  party 
alleging  that  an  arbiter  decided  without  hearing  parties,  stands  pur- 
suer of  the  issue  (js), 

§  8.  A  party  who  maintains  against  another  a  forfeiture  on  the 
ground  of  non-implement  of  a  condition  of  the  possession,  must  prove 
the  non-implement ;  because  the  other  party  may  maintain  his  pos- 
session till  ground  be  shewn  for  disturbing  it.  On  this  principle 
it  was  held  in  England  that  a  landlord  attempting  to  eject  his 
tenant  on  the  ground  of  failure  to  insure  against  fire,  must  prove  the 
failure,  and  that  he  will  not  be  relieved  from  doing  so  by  the  neglect 
of  the  tenant  to  produce  the  policy,  the  only  eflfect  of  its  absence 
being  to  let  in  secondary  proof  of  it  {t).  In  the  same  manner  the 
party  averring  deficiency  in  value  must  prove  it,  as  in  the  case  of 
land  assigned  in  payment  of  a  legacy  {u).  The  burden  of  proving 
the  fairness  of  a  transaction  with  an  expectant  heir  for  burdening  or 
selling  his  expectancy,  is  held  in  England  to  lie  on  the  party  deal- 
ing with  him  {w).  This,  although  apparently  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  is  really  an  illustration  of  it,  because  there  is  in  Eng- 
land a  presumption  against  such  contracts  being  fair.  Accordingly 
in  Scotland,  where  there  is  no  such  presumption,  the  heir  challeng- 
ing the  transaction  has  to  prove  that  it  was  unfair  or  fraudulent  (x). 

§  9.  Another  exception  to  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  party  must 
prove  his  averment  either  affirmative  or  negative  of  a  fact  peculiarly 
within  his  knowledge  (y).  Thus  one  who  pleads  his  nonage  at  a 
particular  date  must  prove  it  (z).  Thus  also  when  the  subject  of 
a  contract  of  hiring  was  sound  when  borrowed,  but  was  unsound 
when  returned,  the  borrower  has  to  prove  that  he  bestowed  proper 
care  upon  it  (a)}^     It  is  partly  on  this  ground  that  when  goods 

(r)  Grindlay  v.  Saunders,  1880,  8  S.,  642.  («)  MTherson  v.  Rose,  18*31, 

9  8.,  797.  (t)  Taylor,  268— Doe  v.  Whitehead,   1838,  8  A.  and  E.,  671. 

(t#)  1  Starkie,  420— Berty  t;.  Dormer,  1701,  12  Mod.  R.,  626.  (w)  Bemal  ©. 

M'Dougal,  1814,  8  Dow,  161,  and  cases  cited  by  defender  in  M'Kirdy  v.  Anstruther, 
1889, 1  D.,  856.  (z)  M'Kirdy  t;.  Anstruther,  1839,  mpra,  (y)  1  Starkie 

Ev.,  420—1  Phil.,  496— Taylor,  269—1  Greenl.,  106— Philip  v.  Gordon,  1848,  11  D., 
179,  per  Lord  Jeffrey— R.  v.  Burdett,  1820,  4  B.  and  Aid.,  140.  per  Holroyd— Dickson 
V.  Evans,  1794,  6  T.  R.,  67,  per  Ashurst.    See  also  infra,  %l6ad  finem,  (z)  Borth- 

wick  V.  Carruthers,  1787, 1  Term  R.,  648.  (a)  Robertson  v.  Ogle,  23d  June  1809, 

F.C.— Binney  ».  Voaux,  1679,  M.,  10,079— Pyper  v.  Thomson,  1848,  6  D.,  498— Mar- 
quis V.  Ritchie,  1828,  2  S..  386. 


IS  A  horse  died  in  the  hands  of  an  intending  purchaser  who  had  him  on  trial ;  and 
the  Court,  holding  that  the  intending  purchaser  had  not  proved  that  the  death  of  the 
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kve  been  put  on  board  a  carrying  vessel  in  a  sound  condition,  but 
iTe  been  delivered  damaged,  the  shipper  must  prove  such  a  castis 
\iiu6  as  ivill  exonerate  him  (h)}^  And  if  the  vessel  has  been 
led,  it  is  not  enough  for  him  to  prove  generally  that  the  crew 
carefnl  in  landing  the  cargo,  but  the  loss  at  sea  of  the  parti- 
goods  must  be  made  out  (c). 
§  10.  The  exception  last  noticed  holds  even  against  the  accused 
criminal  cases,  notwitlistanding  the  presumption  of  innocence. 
example  of  this  occurs  in  cases  of  concealment  of  pregnancy, 
rbere  it  lies  on  the  prisoner  to  prove  that  she  revealed  her  condition 
some  person  (d).  So,  in  a  prosecution  for  having  game  in  one's 
ion  ^without  a  quahfication,  it  was  held  in  England  that  the 
must  prove  his  qualification  (e) ;  and  the  same  rule  was 
•plied  in  an  action  in  England  for  the  penalties  for  practising  as  an 
lecary  'without  a  license  (/).  This  principle  will  be  applied  in 
prosecutions,  civil  or  criminal,  for  doing  what  no  one  is  permitted 
do  without  a  special  qualification  (g).  The  same  principle  has 
\n  adopted  by  the  legislature  in  the  Acts  for  protecting  the  coinage 
(I),'*  and  for  preventing  forgeries  of  bank  notes  (t),  and  frauds  upon 
revenue  by  erasing  or  altering  stamps  on  paper  or  vellum  (k)  ; 
lall  which  statutes  lay  on  the  panel  the  burden  of  proving  a  lawful 
excuse  for  his  possession  of  the  coining  utensils,  forged  notes,  or 
I  altered  stamps,  as  the  case  may  he}^ 


[i)  Jones  9.  Boas,  1830,  8  S.,  496.  This  also  arises  from  the  peculiar  mles  of  the 
wmUae  eaupones,  ke,  (e)  Rae  v.  Hay,  1832, 10  S.,  808.  (d)  1  Hume, 

2M— 1  AL,  155.  (e)  R.  v.  Turner,  1816,  6  Ma.  and  SeL,  206.  (/)  Apoth. 

Co.  w,  Bentiey.  1824,  By.  and  Mo.,  169.  {ff)  1  Phil.,  496—1  Greenl.,  106— 

Tmyk?,  270.  (A)  2  Will.  IV,  c.  84,  i  10."  (•)  46  Geo.  Ill,  c.  89,  g  6. 

(t)  8  and  4  Will.  IV,  c.  97. 
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not  caused  by  his  fault,  held  that  he  should  pay  the  owner  its  value ;  Pullars 
,  1868,  20  D.,  1238. 
It  is  pTorided  by  g  17  of  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act — "  That  from  and  after 
<^  this  Act,  all  carriers  for  hire  of  goods  within  Scotland  shall  be  liable  to 
good  to  the  owner  of  such  goods  all  losses  arising  from  accidental  fire  while  such 
vere  in  the  custody  or  possession  of  such  carriers." — 19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60. 
goods  are  damaged  or  lost  on  board  ship  without  "  the  actual  fault  or  privity"  of 
the  owners  are  not  liable  for  **  an  aggregate  amount  exceeding  eight  pounds 
ton  of  the  ship's  tonnage,"  as  defined  in  the  Act  26  and  26  Vict.,  o.  68,  {  64 
Shipping  Acts  Amendment  Act,  1862). 
The  Act  2  Will.  IV,  c.  84,  is  repealed  by  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  96.      But  there  are 
laoviflions  to  the  efiect  stated  in  the  text  in  the  Coinage  Offences  Act,  24  and 
,  e.  99.     See  U  6,  7,  8,  28,  24,  26. 
So  in  proceedings  under  the  Passengers  Amendment  Act,  a  party  pleading  that  a 
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The  reason  for  tlie  exception  in  these  cases  is  the  extreme  diffi- 
culty, sometimes  amounting  to  impossibility,  of  proving  the  opposite 
averment ;  "whereas  the  party  within  whose  knowledge  the  fact  must 
lie,  if  it  exist,  can  have  comparatively  little  difficulty  in  proving 
it(0. 

§  11.  The  English  authorities  recognise  another  exception  to 
the  rule  that  the  affirmative  must  be  proved,  namely,  where  the 
negative  averment  is  essential  to  the  case  of  the  party  making 
it  (m).  No  Scotch  decision  has  been  found  which  expressly  settles 
this  principle ;  but  it  seems  to  be  supported  by  the  rules,  that  the 
party  averring  want  of  probable  cause  must  prove  it  («.);  and  that 
an  heir  reducing  a  service  by  his  ancestors  widow  to  her  terce, 
must  prove  that  a  living  child  was  not  born  of  the  marriage,  even 
where  the  widow  admits  that  the  marriage  was  dissolved  within 
year  and  day  (o). 

(0  See  1  Greenl.,  lOu.  (m)  1  Starkie  Ev.,  623— Taylor,  268— WiUiams  9. 

E.  India  Co.,  1802,  3  East,  192— R.  «.  Rogers,  1811,  2  Camp.,  664— R.  v.  Hazy,  1826, 
2  C.  and  P.,  468.  (n)  Swayne  v.  Fife  Bank,  1836,  14  S.,  726— See  also  Pureell 

V.  Macnamara,  1808,  1  Camp.,  200,  9  East.,  361.  (o)  Paiton  ».  Pazton,  1840, 

2  D.,  1102. 


ship  is  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  must  prove  the  exemption ;  and  in  any 
information,  complaint,  or  process  under  the  Act,  the  defender  must  prove  any  exemp- 
tion, proviso,  or  condition,  of  which  he  desires  the  benefit ;  18  and  19  Vict.,  c.  119,  §  89. 
There  is  a  similar  provision  in  the  Tweed  Fisheries  Act,  20  and  21  Vict.,  c.  148,  {  75. 
So  (§  70  of  that  Act  and  J  10  of  the  Tweed  Fisheries  Amendment  Act,  22  and  28  Vict., 
c.  70;  any  person  having  foul  salmon  in  his  possession  must  prove  that  they  were  not 
taken  from  the  river  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  The  proof  that  herrings  or 
herring  fry,  sold,  disposed  of,  or  possessed,  during  the  annual  dose  time  by  any  person  in 
the  localities  adjoining  the  west  coast  of  Scotland,  were  not  taken  contrary  to  the  enact- 
ments relative  to  the  Scotch  Herring  Fishery,  lies  on  the  party  accused ;  24  and  26  Vict., 
c.  72,  i  1.  The  English  Act  1  and  2  WiU.  IV,  c.  82,  provides,  ?  42,  •*  that  it  shall  not  be 
necessary  in  any  proceeding  against  any  person  under  the  Act  to  negatiTo  by  evidence 
any  certificate,  license,  consent,  authority,  or  other  matter  of  exception  or  defence ;  but 
the  party  seeking  to  avail  himself  of  any  such  certificate,  license,  consent,  authority, 
or  other  matter  of  exception  or  defence,  shall  be  bound  to  prove  the  same."  This  Act, 
so  far"  as  relating  to  licenses  to  deal  in  game,  is  extended  to  Scotland ;  23  and  24  Vict., 
c.  90,  2  13.  Thus,  also,  if  a  person  sells  an  article  with  a  false  trade  mark,  or  with  the 
trade  mark  of  another  person  and  without  authority,  and  neglects  or  refuses  on  demand 
by  a  Justice  of  Peace  to  tell  from  whom  he  got  it,  such  neglect  or  refusal  is  deemed 
prima  facie  evidence  of  his  knowledge  that  the  trade  mark  was  false  or  used  without 
authority ;  26  and  26  Vict.,  c.  88,  J  6.  On  similar  principles,  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act  of  1862  provides,  }  28,  that  in  case  of  damage  to  person  or  property  arising  byihe 
non-observance  of  any  regulation  made  under  the  Act,  the  damage  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  occasioned  by  the  wilful  default  of  the  person  in  charge  of  the  deck  of  the 
ship  at  the  time,  unless  it  is  shown  that  circumstances  made  a  departure  from  the  regu- 
lation necessary  ;  26  and  26  Vict.,  c.  63,  |  28. 
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It  is  not  easy,  however,  to  define  the  limits  of  this  exception ; 
»,  in  one  sense,  every  averment  on  which  a  party  relies  is  essential 
to  his  case.  It«  proper  province  seems  to  be  where  the  negative 
arennent  is  the  foundation  of  the  libel  or  of  some  special  defence, 
4Dd  is  not  merely  a  denial  of  an  affirmative  allegation  on  which  the 
cfposite  party  has  in  the  first  instance  to  found.^^ 

I  12.  It  is  not  always  necessary  for  the  party  bearing  the  burden 
to  prove  his  case  out  and  out.  He  will  satisfy  the  onus  by  proving 
a  fact  which,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  evidence,  raises  a  presump- 
son  that  his  averment  is  true  (p).  Upon  his  doing  so,  the  burden  is 
reflected  on  to  the  other  party,  by  whom  it  must  be  borne  until  he 
again  can  stand  upon  some  fact  of  presumption,  which,  unless  redar- 
gued, warrants  a  decision  in  his  favour.  Thus,  while  the  pursuer  of 
4  declarator  of  bastardy  must  bear  the  onus  in  the  first  instance,  he 
has  only  to  prove  that  the  defender  was  habit  and  repute  a  bastard 
in  order  to  throw  on  him  the  burden  of  proving  his  legitimacy  (q). 
On  this  ground,  where  a  daughter  raised  an  action  of  reduction  of  a 
ferrice  obtained  by  a  nephew  of  their  common  ancestor,  and  the 
Bephew  alleged  that  she  was  illegitimate,  the  daughter  being  inpeti- 
terib  had  to  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue  whether  she  was  the  deceased's 
legitimate  daughter,  in  order  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  of 
legitimacy  ;  but  it  was  observed  on  the  bench  that  the  onus  "  may 


fj>)  1  SUrkie  Et.,  421.  {q)  K.  Adv.©.  Craw,  1669,  M.,  12,637— Cunningham 

r.  Uo&tgDmery,  1670,  M.,  12,637— Bank.,  1,  6,  62— Ersk.,  3,  8,  66— Lindsay  v.  Kerr, 
1^,  2  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  148:  The  report  of  Lindsay  %>.  Kerr  in  the  House  of  Lords  states 
ftat  the  question  in  the  text  was  raised  in  that  case ;  but  the  pleadings  show  clearly  that 
&  parties  were  agreed  as  to  the  law,  and  that  they  only  differed  as  to  whether  the  habit 
isd  fepote  had  been  proved. 


>7  Where  a  daughter,  whose  mother  had  died  in  Scotland,  sued  her  father  for  her 
cff  the  goods  in  commnnion,  and  the  father  defended  on  the  ground  that  the  law 
of  SeoUand  did  not  apply,  because  he  was  not  domiciled  in  Scotland  either  at  the 
4iie  of  the  marriage  or  at  the  date  of  its  dissolution,  the  Lord  Ordinary  thought  that  as 
fre  q;ae8tioii  of  domicile  was  raised  in  defence,  the  (defender  should  lead  in  the  proof. 
Bvt  the  Court  decided  that  the  onus  of  proving  a  Scotch  domicile  at  the  dissolution  of 
fte  Bmrziage  lay  on  the  pursuer,  as  it  was  the  basis  of  her  case,  but  that  the  defender 
ibsald  nndertake  the  proof  of  a  foreign  domicile  at  the  date  of  the  maniage,  as  that  was 
Ml  a  part  of  the  pursuer's  case  but  the  basis  of  a  special  defence  ;  Kennedy  t7.  Bel], 
1869, 22  D^  269. 

When  a  proprietor  diverts  running  water  on  his  land  from  its  ordinary  channel  *'  he 
■Bit  dww  that  he  does  so  in  a  lawful  manner,  and  is  not  diverting  without  returning 
aaj  water  which  he  does  not  use  for  primary  purposes,'* — per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Tnglis), 
and  V.  Wilhamson,  8th  Feb.  1861,  22  D.,  496. 
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shift  in  the  collide  of  the  trial "  (r)}^  Proof  of  a  certain  usage  of 
trade  will  throw  the  burden  of  proving  a  departure  from  it  in  a  par- 
ticular transaction  upon  the  party  alleging  that  fact  (s).  If  a  party 
averring  insanity  proves  that  the  individual  in  question  had  been 
cognosced,  he  casts  on  the  other  party  the  burden  of  proving 
sanity  (t) ;  and  proof  that  the  granter  of  a  deed  was  naturally  weak 
and  facile,  although  legally  capable  of  making  a  deed,  has  been  held 
to  reflect  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  fully  understood  the  parti- 
cular deed  upon  the  party  claiming  under  it  (u).  In  the  same  way, 
in  reductions  on  the  head  of  deathbed,  the  pursuer  has  only  to  prove 
that  at  the  date  of  the  deed  the  deceased  was  ill  of  the  disease  of  which 
he  died ;  whereupon  the  defender  must  make  out  his  exception  that 
the  deceased  survived  sixty  days  (w),  or  went  to  kirk  and  market(^). 
In  an  action  of  damages  against  a  railway  company  or  coach  pro- 
prietor, for  injury  sustained  through  the  fault  or  negligence  of 
the  defenders,  or  their  servants,  or  through  the  insufficiency  of  their 
carriages  or  works,  where  the  defenders  admit  the  injury,  but  deny 
that  it  was  occasioned  by  any  fault  or  defect  for  which  they  are 
responsible,  it  is  enough  for  the  pursuer  to  shew  that  it  arose  from 
the  insufficiency  or  fault  alleged,  whereupon  the  defenders  will  have 
to  prove  that  the  defect  was  one  for  which  they  are  not  respon- 
sible (y).  Nay  more,  the  fact  that  the  machinery  gave  way,  when 
applied  to  its  proper  purpose,  raises  the  presumption  of  its  insuffi- 
ciency, and  throws  on  the  defenders  the  burden  of  proving  the 
opposite  (2). 

§  13.    The  onus  may  shift  in  consequence  of  the  presumption 
arising  from  unexplained  mora  to  bring  forward  a  claim  (a),  or 

(r)  Gilchrist  v.  Whicker,  1862, 14  D.,  919.  (»)  See  Stewart  ©.  Gordon,  1881, 

9  S.,  466.  (0  Ivory's  Ersk..  p.  200,  note  241— BeU's  Pr.,  i  2108. 

(«)  White  V.  Ballantyne,  1828, 1  Sh.  Ap.,  472,  reTersing.  (to)  1696,  c.  4. 

(x)  Adam  on  Ju.  Tr.,  62— Hogg  v.  Nimmo,  4  Mur.,  301— Hardie  v,  Macall,  1847,  9 
D.,  698.  (y)  M*Glashan  v.  Dundee  and  Perth  Ry.,  1848,  10  D.,  1897— Macanley 

V.  Bnist,  1846,  9  D.,  246— Anderson  v.  Pyper,  1820,  2  Mur.,  269— Cargill  v.  Dundee 
and  Perth  Ry.,  1848, 11  D.,  21&— See  also  Sneddon  v.  Addie,  1849, 11  D.,  1161. 

(z)  Per  Lord  Fullerton  in  Macauley  v.  Buist,  tuprtL  His  Lordship  observed  that  in 
such  a  case  the  pursuer  is  not  bound  to  prove  a  specific  defect ;  but  it  is  enough  if  he 
shews  that  the  accident  took  place  in  circumstances  which  raise  the  presumption  of  a 
defect,  as  where  a  crane  when  at  work  fiew  to  pieces.  Upon  this  ground,  proof  that  a 
stage-coach  broke  down  lays  on  the  proprietor  the  burden  of  proving  its  sufficiency ; 
Lyon  V.  Lamb,  1888,  16  S.,  1188.  (a)  Sinclair  v.  Brown,  1837,  16  S.,  770.    This 

does  not  hold  if  the  delay  is  not  beyond  that  occurring  in  the  usual  course  of  business, 
or  if  it  can  be  otherwise  satisfactorily  accounted  for  ;  Armstrong  v,  Kdin.  and  Leith 
Shipping  Co..  1826,  3  S.,  464. 


18  Swinton  v.  Sainton,  1862,  24  D.,  838— see  wpra,  J  8,  note  3. 
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chaUenge  items  in  an  account  (6),**  and  this  applies  forcibly  to  the 
piesiiinptioii  springing  from  acquiescence  (c). 

§  14.  In  criminal  cases  also  the  prosecutor  may  shift  the  bur- 
itm  of  proof  on  to  the  prisoner,  by  proving  facts  which  lead  to  a 
^al  presumption  of  guilt.**  Thus  in  cases  of  murder,  the  malice 
es^ntial  to  the  crime  "is  udeTred  prima  facie  in  the  act  itself  of 
intentional  killing ;  and  it  lies  therefore  with  the  panel  to  overcome 
this  presnmption  by  evidence  on  his  part  of  some  of  those  circum- 
stances of  necessity  or  excusable  infirmity,  which  may  serve  him 
fcr  a  defence  **  (d).  If  treason  is  proved,  and  knowledge  of  it  is 
tnced  to  the  prisoner,  he  is  in  strictness  bound  to  prove  that  he 
(fiacovered  it  to  some  person,  otherwise  undue  concealment  will  be 
preeomed  (e).  Thus  also  Baron  Hume  thinks  that  in  a  prosecution 
for  marrying  without  proclamation  of  banns,  the  prosecutor,  by 
pioTing  that  no  certificate  of  proclamation  was  produced  to  the 
Biinister  at  the  marriage  ceremony,  transfers  to  the  panel  the  bur- 
den of  proving  that  the  proclamation  was  duly  made  (/).  Much 
reliance,  however,  should  not  be  placed  on  such  precedents  in  cri- 
ndnal  cases,  which  are  usually  too  full  of  specialities  to  admit  of 
being  fixed  rigidly  by  rules  as  to  conflicting  presumptions.  Effect 
sli0«ild  always  be  given  to  a  reasonable  groimd  for  inferring  inno- 
cence, although  a  nice  adjustment  of  opposing  probabilities  should 
lead  to  a  contrary  result  (g). 

§  15.  It  may  be  added  that,  generally  speaking,  less  strong 
eiidence  will  shift  the  burden  when  the  party  bearing  it  has  to 
[wove  a  negative,  than  when  he  has  to  prove  an  affirmative  (h). 

(h)  dmningliam  9.  Duncan,  1887,  2  Sh.  and  M'L.,  984,  aff.,  12  S.,  678— Rose  v. 
I'Leay.  1887,  2  Sh.  and  M*L.,  958,  aff.,  8  S.,  1037,  11  S.,  646— Condie  v,  Stewart. 
1^  13  S^  61— Smith  v.  MazweU,  1883, 11  S.,  828— See  also  Thomson  v.  Murray,  1824, 
Z  &,  297.i>  (e)  Ca£e8  in  preceding  note.  (d)  1  Hmne,  264—1  AI.,  49 

-BbekEL,  4,  201.  («)  R.  v.  Thistlewood,  1820,  83  How,  St.  Tr.,  691— Tay- 

^  270.  (/)  1  Hume,  466.  (g)  See  this  subject  fully  treated  in  the 

j     ^  on  Presamptiye  Evidence,  injrci,  (A)  See  this  observed  as  to  the  pursuer 

'     pBOfTing  van!  of  probable  cause  in  an  issue  of  judicial  slander  and  malicious  prosecution ; 
|Q  Jiigi..GL  Boyle,  in  Hallam  v.  Gye,  1886,  14  S.,  199— see  also  R.  v.  Thistlewood,  «tt- 
Hame,  466^£lken  v.  Janson,  1846,  13  M.  and  W.,  666. 


^  ICaeUren  or  Law  v.  Wilson,  1862,  24  D.,  677. 

*  This  rule  is  applied  in  various  statutes.  For  example,  to  warrant  conviction  for 
'efiiBg  spirits  in  premises  without  a  certificate,  it  is  sufficient  *'  in  the  absence  of  cop- 
^arj  evidenoe  *'  to  prove  that  some  person  other  than  the  owner  or  occupant  was  at  the 
tise  found  there  drunk  and  drinking,  and  that  such  premises  are,  by  repute,  kept  as  a 
^sbeeii,  or  had  the  utensils  and  fittings  usually  found  in  houses  licensed  for  the  sale 
4^t8 :  25  and  26  Vict.,  c.  86,  {  19— see  supra,  I  10,  note  17. 
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§  16.  On  the  other  hand,  the  burden  of  proof  is  not  transferred 
by  slight  presumptions,  but  by  those  which  are  direct  and  tangible, 
and  to  which  one  is  shut  up  as  the  inference  fairly  deduoible  from 
the  circumstances.  Accordingly,  where  the  pursuer  of  an  action 
of  damages  for  malicious  prosecution  had  to  prove  want  of  probable 
cause,  it  was  held  not  enough  for  him  to  prove  the  defender  s  non- 
appearance at  the  trial  of  the  case  complained  of,  because  there 
may  be  good  grounds  for  preferring  an  indictment,  although  it  may 
be  unjust  to  carry  it  to  a  trial  (0-  On  the  same  principle,  proof  of 
the  act  of  suicide  does  not  satisfy  the  burden  of  proving  insanity 
shortly  before  death  (A-).  Where  a  disposition  ex  facie  absolute  was 
averred  to  have  really  been  granted  in  trust,  the  disponee's  state- 
ment that  the  narrative  of  the  price  paid  was  untrue,  but  that  not- 
withstanding of  this  the  disposition  was  absolute,  w^as  held  not  to 
lay  on  him  the  burden  of  disproving  the  allegation  of  a  trust  (0-" 
Nor  is  the  presumption  of  onerosity  in  favour  of  the  holder  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  removed  by  his  admission  that  the  particular 
value  specified  in  it  was  not  the  value  reaUy  given  (m).^    But  sus- 

(i)  Per  Ellenbnrgh  in  Pureell  r.  Macnamara,  1806,  1  Camp.,  200,  9  East.,  361— 
See  also  Swayne  r.  Fife  Bank,  1836.  14  S.,  726,  where  the  onus  of  proving  want  of  pro- 
bable cause  was  held  not  to  be  satisfied.  (k)  Walker  r.  Macadam,  1806,  1  Dow, 
187.  (/)  Chalmers  v.  Chalmers,  1845,  7  D.,  865.  (w)  Winton  r.  Gib- 
son. 1881,  9  S.,  662. 


21  In  Walker  v.  Buchanan,  Kennedy  &  Co.,  1857,  20  D.,  259,  a  question  oocured  as  to 
the  burden  of  proof  in  reference  to  a  deed  ex  facie  absolute,  admittedly  granted  at  first 
in  security,  but  of  which  the  qualification  had,  it  was  alleged,  been  cancelled  by  mutual 
consent.  The  representatives  of  an  annuitant  raised  an  action  of  count  and  reckoning' 
against  parties  to  whom  the  right  to  the  annuity  had  been  conveyed  by  an  assignation 
ex  facie  absolute.  The  defenders  admitted  that  it  was  at  first  an  assignation  in  8ecurit7 
merely,  and  had  been  qualified  by  a  back -letter ;  but  they  averred  that  the  back-letter 
had  afterwards  been  given  up  and  cancelled,  and  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  transaction 
should  be  held  to  be  an  absolute  assignation.  This  alleged  change  in  the  transaction 
was  denied  by  the  pursuers.  Lord  Ivory  (Lords  President  (M'Neill)  and  Curriehill  con- 
curring) thought  the  case  materially  difierent  from  the  case  of  aright  constituted  origin- 
ally by  a  deed  ex  facie  absolute  and  unqualified.  To  that  case  the  presumptions  of  sta- 
tute applied,  and  the  onus  was  exclusively  on  the  party  who  challenged  the  abeolute 
nature  of  the  deed  ;  but  the  same  presumptions  did  not  apply  to  the  case  of  a  right 
which,  though  exfigwa  verborum  conceived  in  an  absolute  form,  was,  in  the  primary  act 
of  its  constitution,  g^ven  and  intended  to  operate  as  a  security  merely ;  in  that  case  the 
question  was  not  one  of  constitution  but  of  alteration,  and  the  burden  of  proof  rested 
Qu  the  party  alleging  the  alteration  in  the  transaction.  Lord  Deas  held  that  the  case 
was  one  in  which  the  pursuers  had  failed  to  adduce  the  statutory  proof  of  trust. 

^  But  where  in  a  suspension,  by  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  for  value  received,  of  a  chaige 
by  the  drawer,  the  charger  stated  that  the  bill  had  been  drawn  and  negotiated  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  money  for  a  joint  adventure  in  which  the  luspender  and  he  wer» 
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picions  circumstances,  combined  with  a  false  narrative  of  payment 
of  a  price,  will  lay  the  burden  on  the  party  claiming  under  the 
deed  («).^  K  prima  facie  proof  will  sometimes  be  sustained  where 
the  party  against  whom  it  is  adduced  can  easily  redargue  it,  if  it 
be  erroneous.  For  example,  in  an  action  of  damages  for  injury 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defenders'  servant  when  in  charge 
of  their  carriage,  the  pursuer  was  held  to  have  discharged  the  bur- 
den of  proving  ownership  by  showing  that  the  carriage  bore  the 
defenders'  nameplate  (o)  ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  driver 
being  their  servant  was  shifted  by  showing  that  he  had  stated  so  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  (j?).  In  such  cases  the  pursuer  must  ad- 
duce some  evidence  of  the  ownership  or  employment,  because  it  is 
the  foundation  of  his  case  ;  but  o,  prima  facie  proof  will  suffice,  as 
it  is  a  fact  which  lies  peculiarly  within  the  defenders  know- 
ledge (g).  It  has  been  held  that  a  woman  claiming  parochial  re- 
lief for  her  child  has  a  prima  facte  case,  sufficient  to  lay  on  the 
parochial  board  the  burden  of  proving  that  she  can  maintain  both 
herself  and  it  (r).^ 

{«)  Hotson  r.  Paul,  1831,  9  S.,  685.  (o)  Gilchrist  r.  Ballochney  Rail.  Co., 

1850, 12  D.,  979.  (p)  M'Laren  r.  Rae,  1827,  4  Mur.,  882 ;  per  Lord  Chief  Com- 

misaioner.      But  this  case  may  be  questioned,  in  so  far  as  it  admitted  hearsay  as  prima 
fteie  evidence  of  a  fact  in  the  cause.  {q)  Compare  2J  9  and  12.  (r)  Mackay 

r.BaUlie,  1863,  15  D.,  971.2* 


the  partners,  that  the  adventure  resulted  in  loss,  which  loss  he,  the  charger,  had  paid  ; 
that  the  suspender  fell  to  pay  a  part  of  that  loss,  and  that  he,  the  charger,  restricted  his 
charge  to  the  amount  so  due  by  the  suspender ;  the  majority  of  the  Court  held  that 
the  bin  afforded  no  presumption  of  value,  and  that  the  charger  required  to  prove  the 
joint  adventure  on  which  he  founded  ;  Blackwood  v.  Hay,  1858,  20  D.,  631. 

»  »•  Where  any  bill  or  note  has  been  lost,  stolen,  or  fraudulently  obtained,  the 
holder  of  such  bill  or  note  suing  or  doing  diligence  thereon  shall  be  bound  to  prove  that 
value  was  given  him  for  the  same ;  but  such  proof  may  be  made  by  parole  evidence." — 
19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  i  15. 

In  England,  illegality  or  fraud  in  a  previous  holder  throws  on  an  indorsee  the  bur- 
den of  proving  consideration.  But  mere  want  of  consideration  on  the  previous  holder 
has  no  such  effect ;  Fitch  t7.  Jones,  1552,  2  EUis  and  Blackburn,  238,  244. 

The  indorsee  of  a  bill  or  note  indorsed  after  it  has  become  payable  (and  after  the 
ptBing  of  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act)  is  subject  to  all  exceptions  competent 
against  the  indoiser ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  J  16. 

**  In  Laing  v.  Adamson,  1857,  19  D.,  749,  the  Lord  President  (M'Neill),  expressing 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  said  "  We  do  not  consider  that  the  case  of  Mackay  Hzed  any 
abstract  or  absolute  rule  that,  in  such  an  application  as  the  present,  by  a  woman  with 
one  child,  the  burden  of  proving  that  she  is  able  to  support  that  child  is  necessarily 
bud  on  the  parochial  board.  That  depends  on  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  The 
drcnmstances  for  consideration  may  vary  much,  and  little  may  turn  the  onus  one  way 
or  another." 
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A  party  pleading  on  an  instrament  as  a  will  holograph  of  the  granter,  maintained 
that  he  snflScientlj  discharged  the  onus  incumhent  on  him  by  proving  that  it  was  all  in 
one  handwriting,  and  that,  after  that  was  proTed,  the  presumption  was  in  fayonr  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  will ;  and  he  referred  to  the  obeervations  of  Lord  Jeffrey  in  TurnbuU 
V.  Doods,  1844, 6  D.,  903,  as  supporting  that  position.  But  the  Court  held  that  tbe  onus 
lay  on  the  party  propounding  a  document  as  a  holograph  will,  to  prove,  not  only  that  the 
deed  was  all  in  one  handwriting,  but  also  that  it  was  the  deed  of  the  alleged  granter, 
and  that  Lord  Jeff'rey's  obserrations  could  not  be  regarded  as  establishing  any  oontrary 
doctrine.  The  judgment  was  affirmed  on  appeal ;  Anderson  e.  Gill,  decided  25th  June 
1850,  but  reported  in  20  D.,  1326,  affirmed  1858,  3  Macqueen,  180.  "  When  there  is  a 
question  of  the  authenticity  of  writing,  the  evidence  in  the  case  of  deeds  mortis  emaa 
requires  to  be  more  sati^ifactory  than  in  that  of  deeds  inter  tfivos,  especially  if  in  the 
latter  case  the  alleged  writer  is  still  alive  " — jE>«r  Lord  Mackenzie  in  Anderson  v.  Gifl. 
Lord  FuUerton  thought  that  the  circumstance,  that  such  a  document  was  found  in  the 
proper  repositories  of  the  deceased,  might  transfer  the  onus  and  throw  on  the  other  party 
the  necessity  of  showing  that  the  document  produced  was  a  forgery. 

Since  a  man  can  hardly,  without  immediate  detection,  intrude  himself  unauthorised 
into  a  public  office,  the  onus  of  proving  that  a  person  eusting  in  an  official  capacity  was 
duly  appointed,  is  easily  discharged.  Thus,  in  a  crimlDal  prosecution  for  assaulting  an 
officer  of  the  law,  the  appointment  of  the  officer  \a  proved  sufficiently  by  his  ovni  oath, 
if  there  be  no  evidence  to  the  contrary.  This  rule  was  applied  in  the  case  of  an  assault 
on  water  bailies  under  the  Tweed  Fisheries  Acts.  So,  in  a  trial  of  a  panel  for  haviii^, 
as  post-master,  infringed  the  Post-office  Statutes,  parole  proof  of  the  panel's  appointment 
was  received  by  Lord  ArdmUlan  on  Circuit,  though  it  was  proved  that  there  was  a 
written  appointment  by  the  Post-master  General,  which  was  not  produced.  In  like 
manner,  in  proceedings  under  the  Passengers  Amendment  Act,  the  oath  of  a  party  that 
he  is  an  Emigration  Officer,  or  a  Custom-Uouse  Officer,  is  sufficient  proof  of  his  appoint- 
ment, if  there  be  no  contrary  evidence ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  Smith  and  Milne,  1869,  8  Ir- 
vine, 607,  518— Lord  Advocate  v.  M*Leod.  1858,  3  Irvine,  79,  91—18  and  19  Vict.,  c. 
119,  i  90 — Best  on  Evidence,  458 — Taylor,  155,  3d  edition,  and  cases  there  quoted. 

The  following  note  as  to  the  rules  of  evidence  in  Excise  cases,  showing  the  number 
of  averments  in  an  information  which  the  prosecutor  does  not  require  to  prove,  is  ex- 
tracted from  Bateman's  **  Excise  Laws,"  p.  79,  note  {p) : — "  The  general  rule  of  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  of  a  penal  information  is,  that  where  the  facts  that  constitute  the 
offence  are  all  of  d,  positive  nature,  they  must  be  established  in  evidence  affirmatively  by 
the  prosecutor.  But  where  they  are  of  a  negative  nature,  and  afford  ground  of  defence 
and  exemption  from  penalties,  especially  when  such  exemption  comes  by  way  of  proviso 
in  a  separate  clause  or  Act  of  Parliament  (Rex  v.  Jervis,  1  East.,  647),  they  must  be 
proved  by  way  of  defence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  former  part  of  this  rule, 
however,  is  greatly  modified  in  favour  of  the  prosechtor  in  Excise  cases;  in  whieh 
several  formal,  and  indeed  substantial  proofs  are  allowed  to  be  dispensed  with,  or  taken 
for  granted  unless  the  contrary  be  proved.  Thus  an  averment  that  a  person  is  a  oom- 
missioner,  or  officer,  or  office-keeper,  is  to  be  proved  by  the  fact  of  his  having  acted  as 
such  (7  and  8  Geo.  lY,  c.  63,  J  17).  And  an  averment  that  the  Board  has  ordered  a 
possecution  or  made  an  election  therein,  is  to  be  deemed  sufficient  without  proof 
(7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  c.  53,  J  71 ;  4  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  51,  }  28).  And  a  Treasury  order 
or  Board's  order,  may  be  proved  by  the  official  letters,  communicating  the  same  to  Uie 
officer  (7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  c.  53,  §  72).  An  entry  may  be  proved  without  producing  the 
original,  and  a  non-entry  by  the  general  entrybook  (7  and  8  Greo.  IV,  c.  63,  §  19). 
And  an  averment  that  a  person  is  an  excise  trader,  may  be  supported,  although  he  car- 
ries on  the  trade  without  entry.    A  person  may  be  proved  to  be  unlicensed  by  general 
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;  the  prodi2ction  of  his  license,  if  he  ha^  one,  rests  upon  himself.  Survey 
and  specimen  papers  are  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  entered ;  and  it  is  a  rale  of 
fta  Goort  of  Exchequer  to  admit  in  evidence  extracts  and  calculations  &om  such  hooks, 
if  t^  bf>oks  themselves  be  in  Court  Permits  may  he  proyed  by  the  counterpart  and 
noie  (2  WilL  IV,  c.  16,  §  19).  A  judgment  of  condemnation  in  the  Exche- 
is  eoneluBiTe  eridenoe  to  all  the  world.  The  onus  of  proof  of  payment  of  duty,  or 
ef  ibe  identity  of  goods  mentioned  in  a  permit,  lies  on  the  defendant  or  claimant  (7  and 
SGaou  IV,  e.  58,  }  76;  2  Will.  IV,  c.  16,  J  28  ;  and  8 and  4  Will.  IV,  c  6«,  {  29). 
la  an  cases  of  aeirare  the  events  are  to  be  proceeded  upon  -without  inquiry  into  the  fact 
cr&sm  of  seizure  (7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  o.  53,  {  64).  And,  generally,  defects  in  form  of 
a&naaiaoDa  in  sommary  proceedings  are  to  be  disregarded  (7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  c.  58, 
ITS). 

"  In  penal  infonnations  a  day  certain  is  always  fixed  for  the  commission  of  the  of- 
but  to  support  such  statement  or  allegation  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the 
IS  oonunitted  on  the  day  named.  If  it  is  proved  to  have  been  committed  on 
say  daj  before  exhibiting  the  information,  and  within  the  time  limited  by  law,  that  i 
■EfScient  to  support  the  information."  ....**  So  with  respect  to  the  place,  the  evi- 
4e&oe  is  not  tied  up  to  the  place  laid,  and  may  be  of  any  place,  provided  it  be  not  out  of 
tile  saagistzmte'a  jurisdiction."  .  ,  .  .  "  So  with  respect  to  quantities  and  numbere, 
CsEtain  quantities  and  numbers  are  always  stated  in  the  information,  but  if  a  larger 
faantity,  or  a  greater  number,  is  stated  in  the  information  than  is  proved  by  the  wit- 
■MPOB^  siin  it  will  not  vitiate  the  information."  ....*'  But  if  the  quantity  and 
CBsber  pioved  be  more  cmd  greater  than  the  quantity  and  number  stated  in  the  informa- 
&■,  t^  quantity  and  number  stated  in  the  information  can  only,  on  the  hearing  of 
■eh  in&rmation,  be  condemned.  So  when  an  information  charges  an  offence  to  be 
frmmitlH  in  varimu  ways^*  ...,'*  if  the  offence  is  proved  to  have  been  done 
by  say  one  of  these  methods,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  maintain  the  information." 

**  Fzior  circumstances  leading  to  the  fraud,  in  respect  of  which  a  seizure  has  been 
aide,  are  admissible  as  circumstances  to  weigh  with  the  jury,  to  prove  that  such  fraud 
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au  earried,  on. 


In  Excise  ajid  Customs  esses,  informers  and  officers  are,  under  the  Excise  Statutes, 
witnesses  (7  and  8  Geo.  IV,  c.  58,  \  75,  and  8  and  4  WiU.  IV,  c.  53,  }  118). 
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TITLE    11. 


OF  THE  RULE  THAT  EVIDENCE  MUST  BE  RELEVANT. 


CHAPTER  I. — OF  THE  RULE  GENERALLY. 

§  17.  The  proper  object  in  every  trial  being  to  lead  the  jury  to 
a  correct  verdict  upon  the  issue,  it  is  the  practice  to  exclude  evi- 
dence which  cannot  afford  an  inference  on  some  point  in  favour  of 
either  party.  This  is  done  in  order  to  prevent  time  being  uselessly 
consumed,  and  the  attention  of  the  jury  being  diverted  from  the 
real  question,  and  also  to  prevent  evidence  from  being  led  which 
the  opposite  party  cannot  have  anticipated,  so  as  to  be  prepared  to 
contradict  it  (a).  It  frequently  happens,  however,  in  the  course  of 
a  trial,  that  the  relevancy  of  material  facts  is  not  at  once  apparent. 
The  Court  has  therefore  to  rely  a  good  deal  on  the  discretion  and 
fairness  of  the  coimsel  conducting  the  case,  and  they  will  rarely  re- 
ject proof  of  facts,  merely  because  at  the  time  they  appear  to  be  ir- 
relevant, if  the  counsel  states  on  his  professional  responsibihty  that 
they  are  material  (6).  There  is  much  greater  risk  of  injustice 
from  excluding  than  from  admitting  evidence  objected  to  as  irrele- 
vant ;  and  the  Court  can  always  caution  the  jury  against  being 
misled  by  it,  if  it  should  turn  out  to  be  objectionable.  The  length 
to  which  this  ground  for  exclusion  is  carried  will  be  seen  from  the 
following  illustrations. 

§  18.  In  an  action  against  the  proprietor  of  a  journal  for  Ubel, 
it  is  incompetent  to  prove  that  similar  libels  were  contained  in 
other  journals,  because  they  may  all  have  been  untrue  (c).    It  is 

(a)  1  Phil.,  460 — ^Taylor,  288.  In  proofs  by  commiBsion  there  is  Uttle  or  no  risk  of 
misdecision  from  this  eonrce ;  the  chief  objection  is  the  waste  of  time.  But  in  jury 
trials  there  is  risk  of  misdecision  also.  Wherever  facts  have  been  found  iirelevant,  they 
wiU  not  be  allowed  to  be  proved ;  M'Laren  v,  Bnik,  1829,  7  S.,  780.  (b)  This 

is  also  the  English  practice ;  2  Starkie  Ey.,  818—1  Starkie  Ev.,  608— Haigh  v.  Belcher, 
1886,  7  G.  and  P.,  889.  A  striking  illustration  of  the  leniency  of  the  Court  in  this 
respect  is  seen  in  Rush's  case,  which  was  conducted  by  the  panel  himself;  Sep.  Bep., 
pp.  26,  82.  (e)  Alton  v.  M'Gulloch,  1828,  8  Mur.,  288— LesUe  v.  Blackwood! 

1822,  8  Mur.,  181. 
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inoompetent  in  an  action  of  divorce  for  adultery  to  prove  the  al- 
kged  paramonr's  loose  and  unbecoming  behaviour  with  other  per- 
sons than  the  defender,  or  his  suspension  from  the  clerical  office  (d). 
But  the  pursuer  in  an  action  either  of  divorce  or  of  damages  for 
adultery,  may  prove  the  general  behaviour  of  the  paramours  towards 
each  other,  and  even  facts  not  specially  averred,  which  indicate  un- 
usual intimacy  between  them  about  the  time  libelled  on  (e)}  Un- 
der an  issue  of  forgery  of  the  signature  of  one  of  three  alleged  par- 
ties to  a  bill,  that  party  was  allowed  to  prove  that  another  of  the 
signatnTes  was  forged ;  but  correspondence  between  the  agents  of 
the  parties  after  the  bill  fell  due  was  only  allowed  to  be  used  for 
proving  an  admission  of  genuineness  in  the  signatures,  not  in  order 
to  shew  liability  on  another  ground  (/).  It  is  also  relevant  in  such 
cases  that  the  partes  name  had  been  forged  to  other  bills  in  similar 
circumstances  (^),  and  that  the  drawer  or  holder  is  a  notorious 
forger  (h).^    In  an  action  of  damages  for  a  nuisance  to  the  pursuer's 

(d)  King  V.  King,  1S42,  4  D.,  590.  (e)  King  v.  King,  nqnra — Springthrope, 

1880,  8  8.,  761—1  Fraeer,  664— But  in  BailHe  v,  Bryson,  1818, 1  Mnr.,  828,  the  Lord 
Chief  CommlflBioner  would  aUow  evidence  only  of  general  behavionr,  not  of  particular 
freti.  (/)  GeUatley  v,  Jones,  1861,  13  D.,  961.  (g)  Tronp  t;.  Begg, 

1888, 1  D.,  366.  (A)  Milne  v.  Littlejohn,  1888, 1  D.,  187. 


1  In  an  KngliRh  case,  the  porsner  of  a  dirorce  was  allowed  to  gire  eyidence  of  acts  of 
adultery  between  the  alleged  paramours,  of  later  date  than  the  last  act  charged  in  the 
petition,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the  character  and  quality  of  the  previous  familiarity ; 
Boddy  0.  Boddy,  1860,  80  L.  J.,  Mat.  Gases,  28.  In  a  divorce  by  a  wife,  evidence  of 
repute  as  to  the  paternity  of  the  illegitimate  children  of  the  paramour  was  rejected ; 
A  V.  B,  1868,  20  D.,  407.  In  a  divorce,  the  defender  (the  husband)  tendered  as  a  wit- 
ness a  medical  gentleman,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  he  had  inspected  the  alleged 
paramour,  and  found  her  to  be  virgo  intacta.  The  Court  rejected  the  evidence,  because 
such  evidence  should  not  be  resorted  to  except  of  necessity,  and  because,  if  allowed  at 
all,  the  inspection  should  be  by  a  neutral  person  appointed  by  the  C!ourt,  seeing  that, 
as  the  alleged  paramour  was  not  bound  to  submit  to  a  second  inspection,  the  pursuer 
oodd  not  test  the  evidence  offered ;  Davidson  v.  Davidson,  1860,  22  D.,  749. 

'  In  a  reduction  of  a  trust-deed  and  two  codicils  one  question  was,  whether  they 
were  not  tmauthenticated,  in  respect  of  the  grantor  having  signed  alter  the  witnesses. 
The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis),  in  charging  the  jury,  observed,  that  if  the  jury  were 
aiKtiified  that  the  witnesses  had  signed  one  of  the  deeds  before  the  granter  had  signed  it, 
that  WB8  a  material  circumstance  to  be  taken  into  account,  in  considering  whether  the 
other  deeds  had  been  attested  by  the  witnesses  in  the  same  way ;  because,  as  it  was  of 
coarse  the  testator's  purpose  to  have  his  deeds  well  authenticated,  the  fact  that  the 
had  signed  one  of  them,  without  seeing  him  sign  or  hearing  him  acknowledge 

signature,  indicated  an  erroneous  notion  on  his  part  with  regard  to  the  testing  of 
deeds ;  and  if  he  thought  the  one  deed  so  attested  weU  authenticated,  it  was  not  difficult 
to  suppose  that  he  might  have  got  the  others  attested  in  the  same  manner ;  Morrison  v. 
's  Trustees,  1862,  24  D.,  626,  680. 

b2 
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property  from  the  defender's  works,  one  of  the  defender's  witnesses 
having  deponed,  on  cross-examination,  that  he  knew  Glasgowfield» 
a  property  adjoining  the  works,  but  that  he  never  heard  of  any 
damage  being  done  there,  the  pursuer  was  not  allowed  to  ask  him, 
whether  he  knew  of  any  sum  having  been  paid  by  the  defenders  to 
the  proprietor  of  Glasgowfield  for  alleged  damage  (i).  In  an  action 
against  a  mercantile  company  for  executing  orders  which  they 
knew  were  intended  for  the  pursuers,  it  was  held  incompetent  to 
prove  that  they  did  so  on  an  occasion  ten  years  before  (i).  Proof 
of  a  similar  act  within  a  recent  period  would  probably  have  been  re- 
ceived. In  an  action  for  recovery  of  property  alleged  to  have  been 
fraudulently  acquired  the  defender  is  not  obliged  to  undergo  a 
judicial  examination  as  to  how  he  made  his  own  fortune  (I).  Where 
the  defence  to  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  was,  that  the  ship's 
crew  were  drunk  and  inattentive,  and  the  compasses  unfit,  the  pur- 
suer was  not  allowed  to  prove  that  other  sailing  masters  were  afraid 
of  their  vessels  on  account  of  hazy  weather  at  the  time  of  the 
wreck  (m).  Where  a  party  pleaded  probable  cause  in  defence  to  ari 
action  for  having  in  the  year  1820  stated  to  officers  of  police  that 
the  pursuer  had  committed  a  forgery,  he  was  not  allowed  to  prove 
that  information  had  been  given  to  the  public  prosecutor  in  1817  as 
to  the  offence ;  the  proof  being  irrelevant  owing  to  the  length  of 
time  intervening,  although  it  would  have  been  relevant  if  near  the 
period  in  issue  (n).  And  on  the  same  ground  a  letter  of  a  recent 
date  is,  while  one  of  an  old  date  is  not,  relevant  evidence  of  provo- 
cation in  an  action  of  damages  for  insult  or  defamation  (o)^ 

§  19.  It  was  once  held  incompetent  in  a  question  of  paternity 
to  prove  a  likeness  between  the  alleged  father  and  child,  because  it 
was  "  too  much  a  matter  of  fancy  and  loose  opinion"  to  aid  in  de- 

(t)  Tennant  and  Go.  t;.  Hamilfx)n,  1889,  M'L.  and  Rob.,  821,  reversing  1  D.,  602. 

(k)  Dickson  &  Sons  v.  Dickson  &  Co.,  1880,  6  Mur.,  228 — See  also  Dicksona 
Brothers  v.  Dickson  &  Co.,  1816, 1  Mur.,  56.  (Q  Grordon  v,  Campbell,  22d  Dec. 

1809,  F.C.— M^Candlish  v.  Forbes,  1825, 4  S.,  58.  (m)  M'Loskey  v.  Glasgow  and 

Clyde  Co.,  1848,  6  D.,  2.  (n)  Gibsons  v.  Marr,  1828,  8  Mur.,  268.  (o) 

Hyslop  V.  Staig,  1816, 1  Mnr.,  21 — see  also  Bannerman  v.  Fenwicks,  1817, 1  Mur.,  252. 


3  In  a  redaction  of  deeds  granted  by  the  pursuer,  the  pursuer  took  two  issues — > 
(1)  of  insanity,  (2)  of  facility  and  lesion.  The  defender  was  not  allowed  to  take  an 
issue  of  homologation  in  answer  to  the  issue  of  insanity,  but  he  was  allowed,  in  oppoai> 
tion  to  the  pursuer's  second  issue,  to  take  an  issue  whether,  when  the  pursuer  was 
not  labouring  under  weakness  of  mind  and  facility,  he  homologated  the  deeds.  The 
Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope)  dissented,  and  thought  that  the  defender  should  raise  a  de- 
clarator to  establish  his  plea  of  homologation ;  Gall  v.  Bird,  1855, 17  D.,  1027. 
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cidmg  the  case  correctly  (p).  But  in  the  Douglas  cause  (g)  this 
erideiice  was  not  only  admitted  without  objection,  but  was  dwelt 
upon  by  Lord  Mansfield ;  who  observed,  "  I  have  always  considered 
likeness  as  an  argument  of  a  child  being  the  son  of  a  parent;" 
while  Lord  Chancellor  Camden  said  of  the  claimant,  that  his  com- 
pleidon  and  the  colour  of  his  eyes  and  hair  proved  that  he  was  not 
the  child  of  the  person  from  whom  it  was  contended  he  had  been 
tioaght.  The  prosecutor  in  a  trial  before  the  Justiciary  Court  for 
dbild-murder,  after  proving  that  the  child  had  six  toes,  was  allowed 
to  ask  a  witness  whether  any  members  of  the  panel's  family  had 
sapemuinerary  fingers  and  toes  (r),  the  fact  being  palpable,  al- 
thflogh  the  inference  to  be  deduced  from  it  was  only  matter  of 
qanion.  The  Court  of  Session,  however,  held  it  incompetent  in  a 
question  of  insanity  to  prove  insanity  of  the  partes  relations  («)  ; 
but  on  the  case  going  to  the  House  of  Lords  on  another  branch, 
Loid  Chancellor  Eldon  spoke  of  this  as  a  "  very  delicate  point"  (t), 
Sereial  years  after  this  case,  the  counsel  for  a  panel,  who  pleaded 
insanity  in  defence  to  a  charge  of  murder,  put  a  question  to  a  wit- 
BEas  in  order  to  prove  hereditary  insanity,  whereupon  it  was  observed 
from  the  bench  that  the  House  of  Lords  had  held  such  evidence  to 
be  incompetent  (u).  The  Crown  counsel,  however,  did  not  press  his 
objection ;  and  the  question  was  put,  but  without  eliciting  any  in- 
fonnation.  Where  a  panel  pleaded  insanity,  evidence  that  his 
maternal  aunt  had  been  insane  was  rejected  (v).^ 

ip)  Bntlidge  v.  Gamithen,  20tlL  Jan.  1810,  F.G.  (q)  1769,  2  Pat.  App.  Ga., 

142, 177.  In  the  Toimsend  Peerage  Case,  in  May  1848,  the  House  of  Lords  admitted 
nd  ned  evidence  of  family  likeness ;  79  Jonm.  House  of  Lords,  201.  (r)  Laiid, 

1618,  AzkL,  471.  So  a  white  man  was  held  not  to  be  the  father  of  the  mulatto  child 
cf  a  white  woman,  although  he  admitted  having  had  connection  with  the  mother;  Sin- 
dalr  V.  M'Aithur,  12th  Not.  1812  (not  rep.),  noted  in  2  Fraser,  8,  and  Hume  Sess.  Pa{)ex8» 
viBter  1812-13^  toL  i.  No.  6.  (s)  Walker  v,  M'Adam,  1806,  M.  Proof  App., 

Sol  8.  (t)  M'Adam  v.  Walker,  1818,  1  Dow,  148,  177,  6  Paton  Appeals,  675. 

TUa  erideDoe  was  receiyed  without  question  as  to  its  competency  in  Smythe  v^  Cham- 
bsiayne,  1792,  reported  in  App.  to  the  Gardner  Peerage  Case,  p.  852.  (u) 

H'Leod,  1888,  2  Swin.,  88,  per  Lord  Cockbum.    His  Lordship  probably  referred  to  the 
of  Walker  v.  M'Adam  above  noted  (t).  (v)  Gibson,  1844,  2  Broun,  882. 


*  Locd  Deaa,  at  Circuit,  refused  to  receive,  in  support  of  a  plea  of  insanity,  evidence 
fiat  the  paternal  nnde  of  the  panel  had  been  insane ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  Brown,  1856, 
2  Irvine,  164. 

Evidence  of  hereditary  insanity  is  not  inadmissible  in  Sngland ;  Freere  v.  Peacocke» 
180,  and  Tyiell  o.  Jenner,  8  Curt,  664,  669. 

In  an  action  of  damages  for  wrongful  confinement  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  the  defender 
ni  aDowed  to  reooTer  and  put  in  evidence  private  memoranda  written  by  the  pursuer 
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lu  a  question  whether  a  party  left  his  property  past  his  relations, 
proof  is  received  of  the  terms  on  which  he  lived  with  them,  as  tend- 
ing to  shew  the  probabilities  as  to  his  conduct  (x). 

§  20.  Sometimes  the  want  of  a  connecting  link  will  cause  evi- 
dence to  be  rejected  which  would  otherwise  have  been  received.* 
Thus  it  is  incompetent  in  a  question  of  the  current  price  of  goods 
(pickled  herrings)  in  the  home  market,  to  prove  the  prices  in  a 
foreign  market  of  similar  goods,  not  proved  to  have  been  of  the 
same  manufacture  or  lot  {y).  But  the  price  of  one  set  of  goods 
may  be  evidence  as  to  the  price  of  another  set  in  the  same  miarket, 
if  proved  to  have  been  made  at  the  same  time,  and  by  the  same 
manufacturer,  or  of  the  same  lot  of  metal ;  or  in  the  case  of  wine,  if 
they  have  come  from  the  same  butt  or  cask  (z).  The  current 
prices  of  goods  even  of  a  diiSerent  manufacture  may  be  evidence  in 
a  question  whether  those  in  issue,  and  for  which  a  certain  price  was 
agreed  to  be  paid,  were  warranted  as  of  the  best  quality  (a).  In 
England  in  an  action  of  trespass  in  one  part  of  a  continuous  belt  of 
planting,  the  plantiff  may  prove  his  acts  of  ownership  in  another 

(z)  Ab  in  Murray  v.  Tod,  1817, 1  Mur.,  226— Bachajisn  o.  Bachanan,  1810,  Bach. 
Rep.,  89.    This  ia  the  constant  practice  in  anch  cases.  (y)  Whealler  v.  Methnen, 

1848,  5  D.,  402,  1221— See  also  Wilson  v.  Gordon,  1828, 6  S.,  1012,  where  the  Ckrart, 
in  an  action  for  payment  of  plaster-work  executed  in  Glasgow,  refosed  the  defender  a 
commission  to  examine  witnesses  in  London  as  to  the  charges  there  in  sapport  of  his 
defence  that  the  work  was  overcharged.  (2)  Bailey  v.  Paterson,  1828,  4  Mnr^ 

480 — Whealler  v.  Methuen,  tupra,  per  Lord  Medwyn.  If  the  pursner  proves  that  other 
articles  of  the  same  kind  manufactured  by  him  were  good,  the  defender  may  shew  that 
some  were  bad ;  Bailey  v.  Paterson,  tupra.  (a)  Whealler  v.  Methuen,  9upra^ 

6  D.,  1221. 


when  in  the  asylum,  because  although  {per  Lord  Deas)  it  was  a  valuable  general  principle 
in  criminal  cases  that  documents  which  had  not  been  delivered  or  published  ought  not  to 
be  brought  up  against  a  party  any  more  than  his  own  private  thoughts,  yet  in  an 
inquiry  as  to  sanity,  what  was  wanted,  was  to  know  the  man's  private  thoughts. 

ft  In  an  action  of  divorce  by  a  wife,  a  letter  written  by  the  parish  minister  to  his 
assistant  in  reference  to  the  baptism  of  a  child,  said  to  be  the  illegitimate  child  cf  the 
defender,  was  held  to  be  admissible  in  evidence,  having  been  shown  to  the  defender, 
and  commented  on  by  him  in  a  subsequent  letter.  On  the  other  hand,  a  letter  on  the 
same  subject  by  the  assistant  to  the  minister,  which  had  not  been  shown  to  the  de- 
fender, was  held  inadmissible  ;  A  t>.  B,  1858,  20  D.,  407. 

A  letter  by  a  deceased  solicitor,  purporting  to  be  written  on  the  authority  of  A,  and 
coming  from  the  custody  of  the  person  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  was  held  not  reoeiv* 
able  in  evidence,  as  a  letter  written  by  authority  of  A  ;  Bright  v.  Legerton,  1861,  80 
L.  J.  Ch.,  888. 

A  complaint  in  a  Police  Court,  libelling  that  the  panel  had  received  goods  knowing 
them  to  have  been  stolen,  was  quashed  as  irrelevant,  because  there  was  no  averment 
that  the  goods  had  been  stolen  ;  Donaldson  v.  Buchan,  1861, 4  Irvine,  109. 
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put  of  it  (6).     In  a  question  whether  packages  of  yam  were  defi- 
cbnt  in  quantity  the  pursuer  was  allowed  to  prove  that  some  pack- 
ages which  had  been  furnished  under  the  same  contract,  and  which 
he  had  rejected,  were  deficient  (c).     In  an  action  of  declarator  by 
a  house-proprietor  in  a  royal  burgh,  to  establish  a  servitude  of 
drawing  water,  possession  by  the  other  inhabitants,  as  well  as  by 
the  pursuer  and  his  authors,  is  relevant,  all  the  inhabitants  being 
Qsited  under  the  corporation  (d)  ;  and  the  same  rule  applies  to  a 
boigh  of  barony  (e).     But  the  opposite  has  been  held  as  to  inhabit- 
ints  of  a  village  who  have  no  such  common  tie  (/).     So  in  a 
q[aestion  of  prescriptive  right  to  a  servitude  of  road,  the  proof  was 
limited  to  the  possession  of  the  proprietor  of  the  dominant  tene- 
ment and  his  tenants,  and  was  not  allowed  to  embrace  possession 
kj  tenants  upon  other  properties  (g),     A  right  of  public  road,  how- 
ever, may  be  vindicated  by  any  member  of  the  community ;  and 
traffic  along  it  by  the  public  generally  may  be  proved  (A).    In  a 
question  as  to  the  interpretation  of  a  statute  imposing  an  assess- 
ment, the  House  of  Lords  held  it  not  relevant  to  prove  the  practice 
followed  as  to  payment  by  other  individuals  assessed,  the  defender 
not  being  a  party  to  their  acts  (i).     But  it  is  otherwise  when  a 
right  to  levy  dues  is  maintained  on  the  ground  of  usage  (i) ;  and 
where  a  general  proof  of  usage  is  allowed  in  order  to  explain  an 
ambiguous  clause  in  the  statute  imposing  the  duty  (2).     In  the  trial 
of  the  Earl  of  Macclesfield  for  taking  payment  for  offices  in  his 
appointment  as  Lord  Chancellor,  he  was  allowed  to  prove  that  pay- 
ments had  been  received  on  appointments  by  previous  Chancellors, 
ilk  order  to  make  good  his  defence  that  it  was  the  ancient  practice 


(6)  Stanley  v.  White,  1811,  14  East.,  832— See  also  a  similar  case  as  to  trespass  in 
tile  lied  of  a  river ;  Jones  v,  Williams,  1887,  2  M.  and  W.,  826.  («)  Gibb  v. 

WaOien  &  Co,  1829,  6  Mnr.,  68.  (rf)  Thorbum  v,  Charteris,  1841,  4  D,  169. 

tlm  bolds  as  to  other  servitudes  also ;  Sinclair  v.  Town  of  Dysart,  1780  (House  of 
Laids),  M.,  14,619.  («)  D.  Hamilton  v.  Aikman,  1882,  H.  of  Lords,  e  W.  S., 

77,  per  Wynford— Home  v.  Gray,  1846,  9  D.,  286 ;  19  8.  Jnr.,  109,  and  authorities 
died  tliere— BatseeFeuars  of  Dunse  v.  Hay,  1782,  M.,  1824.  (/)  Feuars  of 

Duae  V.  Hay,  m^mw— M'Kenzie  v.  Learmonth,  1849, 12  D.,  182.  (g)  £.  Morton 

V.  Stewart,  1813,  1  Bow,  91— But  see  M'Ghie  v.  M'Kirdy,  1860,  12  D.,  442 ;  and 
fiodgen  p.  Harrie,  1829,  7  S.,  287.  (A)  The  Glentilt  case,  1850,  12  D.,  828 ; 

afil  1862, 1  Hacq.,  65— Mercer  v.  Beid,  1840,  2  D.,  520— Mercer  v.  Rutherford,  1840, 
2  D.,  616.  (0  Ewing  it.  Bums,  1^89,  M*L.  and  Bob.,  435,  456.  (k)  Town 

rfLaoder  v.  Brown,  1754,  5  Sup.,  819,  and  M.,  1987— Hill  v.  Mag.  of  Edinburgh,  1880, 
8  a,  449— Cowan  v.  Mag.  of  Edinburgh,  1828,  6  S.,  586— Dempster  v.  Dundee  Sea 
Bos,  1881,  9  8.,  818.  (Q  Girdwood  v.  Campbell,  1829,  7  S.,  840,  and  1880, 9  S., 

170— £.  of  Aboyne  v.  Town  of  Edinburgh,  1776,  M.,  1972— See  a  similar  principle  re- 
osgniaed  io  Hag.  of  Dunbar  r.  Her.  of  Dunbar,  1885, 1  Sh.  and  M'L.,  195-202. 
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and  a  perquisite  of  the  office  to  do  so  (m) ;   but  the  proof 
limited  to  the  same  appointments  as  those  laid  in  the  impeaclx- 
ment  (n). 

In  a  trial  for  poisoning  a  child  with  king's  yellow,  the  panel's 
counsel  asked  a  witness  whether  he  knew  of  any  instances  irn 
Apothecaries'  Hall  "  of  mistakes  in  retailing  medicines  of  as  daxL— 
gerous  a  nature,  as  if  king  s  yellow  had  been  sold  for  sulphur  ;*  bxx't 
the  question  was  not  allowed,  as  no  foundation  had  been  laid  for  it> 
by  proving  that  the  king's  yellow  administered  had  been  bougli't 
there,  or  that  king's  yellow  had  ever  been  sold  for  sulphur  (o). 

§  21.  In  some  of  the  cases  noticed  in  the  preceding  paragraphs 
the  evidence  was  rejected  on  the  principle  that  res  inter  alios  acta^ 
aliis  neqtie  nocent  neque  prosunt,  and  that  any  inquiry  into  them  is 
therefore  irrelevant  (p). 

The  same  principle  is  followed  in  England  (}).• 

(m)  Trial  of  E.  Macclesfield,  1726, 16  How,  St.  Tr.,  1180.  (n)  Ibid.,  1142. 

(o)  Rennie,  1822,  Sh.  Cr.,  82.  (p)  So  in  an  action  for  demnrrage  it  is  incom- 

petent to  proye  that  demurrage  was  claimed  by  owners  of  another  vessel  nnder  similar 
circumstances ;  Wight  v.  Liddell,  1829,  5  Mur.,  89— 'But  see  a  narrow  and  donbtful 
case,  Gye  and  Ck).  v,  HaUam,  1882, 10  S.,  612.  {q)  2  Starkie  Ev.,  818—1  PhiL, 

462 — Taylor,  284.  Thus  the  custom  in  one  parish  or  manor  is  not  evidence  of  the  cus- 
tom in  another,  unless  they  are  held  by  the  same  tenure,  or  the  custom  is  general ;  M. 
Angiesea  v,  L.  Hatherton,  1842,  10  M.  and  W.,  286^Doe  v.  Sisson,  1810, 12  East,  62 
•^Fumeauz  v.  Hutchins,  1778,  2  Cowp.,  808.  The  principle  stated  in  the  text  is  also 
Illustrated  by  Barden  v.  de  Keverberg,  1836, 2  M.  and  W.,  61-~Smith  v.  Willdna,  1888, 
6  G.  and  P.,  180~Delamote  r.  Lane,  1840,  9  G.  and  P.,  261.  Mr  Taylor  (p.  284)  well 
states  the  ground  for  the  rule  to  be,  that  *'  the  conduct  of  one  man  under  certain  circum* 
stances  or  towards  certain  individuals,  varying,  as  it  will  necessarily  do,  according  to  the 
motives  which  influence  him,  the  qualities  he  possesses,  and  his  knowledge  of  the 
character  of  the  persons  with  whom  he  is  dealing,  can  never  afford  a  safe  criterion  bj 
which  to  judge  of  the  behaviour  of  another  man  similarly  situated,  or  of  the  same  man 
towards  other  persons." 


*  When  an  action  is  based  on  a  general  fact,  as  negligence,  concealment,  iuBanity, 
or  the  like,  the  point  sometimes  arises,  whether  the  evidence  of  men  of  skill  or  men  of 
business  should  be  brought,  to  show  that  the  general  fact  which  it  is  desired  to  i»ove  J0 
a  fair  deduction  from  the  evidence,  or  whether  it  should  be  left  to  the  jury  to  draw  that 
conclusion  for  themselves.  Thus  in  a  trial  of  an  issue  whether  an  insurance  of  a  vessel 
had  been  obtained  by  concealment  of  circumstances  material  to  the  risk,  questions  to  an 
insurance  agent,  adduced  as  a  witness,  (1)  whether,  if  he  had  known  an  alleged  fact, 
he  would  have  disclosed  it,  and  (2)  whether  certain  circumstances  were  material  to  the 
risk,  were  disallowed,  as  inquiries  as  to  the  witness's  individual  opinion  merely.  But 
the  Gourt  treated  as  an  undecided  point,  on  wh^  they  abstained  from  giving  an  opinion, 
wh'bther  it  would  have  been  competent  to  ask  what,  in  the  judgment  of  the  witness, 

would  be  the  opinion  of  underwriters  generally  as  to  the  materiality  of  the  facts, or 

whether  it  ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  determine  for  themselves  as  to  the  materiality 
of  the  facts  concealed ;  Baker  &  Adams  v,  Scottish  Sea  Insurance  Co.,  1866, 18  D.,  691. 
&)  in  the  case  of  Morrison,  1862,  24  D.,  681,  medical  men,  as  witnesses,  were  asked 
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CHAFTEB  11. — ^RELEVANCY  OF  EVIDENCE  OF  CHARACTER. 

1 22.  As  evidence  of  the  good  or  bad  character  of  the  parties 
laiDj  affords  little  or  no  aid  towards  a  correct  verdict,  the  general 
Hie  is  ag&inst  its  admissibility  (r).  On  the  other  hand,  this  evi- 
iaice  ifi  often  important  in  actions  which  involve  character  and 
SQodoct ;  and  in  snch  cases  it  is  generally  admitted,  under  certain 
nfes  designed  for  preventing  surprise. 

Fir^y  As  to  the  character  of  the  pursuer  and  those  associated 
with  him  in  the  cause : — 

§  23.  In  actions  of  damages  for  defamation,  where  the  defender 
bkes  an  issue  of  Veritas  conviciiy  or  impugns  the  pursuer's  charac- 
ter a&  record,  the  pursuer  may  support  his  character  in  denial  of 
tbe  iBJurions  allegations,  and  in  anticipation  of  the  defender  at- 
te&pting  to  prove  them  («).  Even  where  the  defender  has  not 
token  the  initiative,  the  evidence  seems  competent  for  the  pursuer 
b  tliis  class  of  actions  ;  because  his  character,  the  subject  of  the 
aDeged  damage,  is  in  issue  (t).  Such  evidence  is  of  course  admis- 
fible  where  the  defender  has  in  his  proof  attacked  the  pursuer's  cha- 
acter  (u). 

Evidence  in  support  of  the  injured  party's  character  in  actions 
gf  damages  for  seduction  is  relevant  in  England,  both  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  defender  seduced  her,  and  on  the  amount  of 
iluQage  occasioned  by  his  act  {x)}    Whether  her  character  can  be 

(r)  1  Pbil-,  466,  7—1  Taylor,  26»— 1  Greenl.,  72.  (»)  Alton  v,  M'CuUocb, 

UB,  3  Mur.,  284— Denham  v.  Ogilvie,  1827,  4  Mur.,  196—2  Starkie  Ev.,  806— Taylor, 
2H.  (t)  Tytler  r.  Macintosh,  1823,  8  Mur.,  239— Walker  ».  Robertson,  1821, 

2S(ixr^511 — Macf.  Fr.,  216.  This  has  been  repeatedly  allowed  without  objection,  as 
aC^fl£a  r.  Ewing,  1832,  10  S.,  497— Ramsay  v.  Nairae,  1838, 11  S.,  1033— Brodie  v. 
En,  1834, 12  S.,  944— M'Neil  v.  Rorison,  1847, 10  D.,  15.  The  English  pracUce  rejects 
tti  er^ence  nnl^s  the  porsner's  character  has  been  attacked  on  record  or  in  eyidence  ; 
iStekie  Et,  S60— 1  Phil.,  467— Taylor,  253.  {u)  1  Phil.,  468—2  Starkie  Ev., 

Kl  (z)  Bamfield  v,  Massey,  1808,  1  Camp.,  460— Bate  v.  Hill,  1823, 1  Car. 

lad  Pk^  100— Brown  v,  GJoodwin  (Irish  Circ),  cited  in  Taylor,  259—2  Starkie  Ev., 
^4.  These  authorities  shew  that  the  English  Courts  do  not  follow  Dodd  v.  Morris, 
1114,  %  Camp.  519 ;  where,  in  an  action  of  damages  by  a  father  for  seduction  of  his 
^n^iter,  it  was  held  that  her  cross-examination  on  her  indelicate  conduct  to  the  de- 
Mer  would  not  let  in  the  pursuer's  proof  of  her  good  character  by  witnesses  generally, 
^  celj  by  re-examining  her. 


;  OD  a  oonnderation  of  the  evidence,  they  believed  a  testator  to  be  insane ;  but 
^  L(3d  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  told  the  jury,  that  that  was  not  a  question  for  the  medi- 
'^  vsteenes,  but  that  it  was  for  the  jury  to  determine,  on  a  consideration  of  the  facts 
\^^^^  as  to  the  sanity  of  the  testator. 

I'  Such  evidence  seems  admissible  in  Scotland  also ;  Walker  t*.  M'Isaac,  1867, 19  D..  340. 
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set  up,  if  the  defender  has  not  attacked  it  on  record  or  in  evidence, 
haa  not  been  determined. 

In  charges  of  rape  and  assault  with  intent  to  ravish,  the  prose- 
cutor  may  anticipate  the  common  defence,  that  the  connection  was 
voluntary,  by  proving  the  woman's  good  character,  although  the 
defender  has  not  impugned  it  on  record  (y).  But  he  may  not  do  so 
at  the  commencement  of  the  trial  (2). 

Wherever  the  pursuer  has  been  allowed  to  support  his  charac- 
ter, it  would  seem  that  the  defender  may  impugn  it  by  counter  evi- 
dence (a). 

§  24.  The  principle  that  the  pursuer's  character  is  in  issue  in 
actions  of  damages  for  defamation  allows  the  defender  to  lead  evi- 
dence against  it,  where  he  has  attacked  it  on  record,  or  taken  an 
issue  of  justification  (6).  The  English  authorities  are  not  agreed 
as  to  the  competency  of  such  evidence  where  the  defender  does  not 
justify  (c).  Here  it  has  been  admitted  where  there  was  no  justifica- 
tion {d) ;  and  the  decisions  allowing  the  pursuer  to  anticipate  the 
defender's  evidence  in  such  cases  proceed  on  the  assumption  of  its 
competency  (e).  In  a  recent  case,  however.  Lord  President  Boyle 
rejected  general  evidence  against  the  pursuer's  character  in  an 
action  of  defamation,  because  the  defender  had  not  attacked  it  on 
record  or  by  an  issue  of  justification  (/). 

§  25.  Where  the  pursuer's  bad  character  is  a  ground  of  defence, 
as  in  actions  of  damages  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage  (g),  and 
actions  laid  on  dismissal  of  servants,  the  defender  may  prove  it ;  but 
he  will  have  to  take  a  counter-issue.  The  falsehood  of  the  slander 
is  presumed  in  actions  for  defamation  where  the  defender  is  not 
privileged  (h).  But  the  Veritas  convicii  may  be  proved  in  defence, 
provided  it  is   put   articulately  in   a   counter-issue  (t),  but  not 


(y)  M'William,  1846,  Arkl.,  209.    The  priBoner  had  stated  in  his  declaration  that 
the  connection  was  voluntary.  (2)  M*William,  wpra.  (a)  Walker  v. 

Robertson,  1821, 2  Mnr.,  611— Cleland  v.  Mack,  1829,  6  Mur.,  72.  {h)  Hyslop 

v.  Staig,  1816, 1  Mur.,  21— Macf.  Pr.,  216.  (c)  Starkie,  vol  ii,  pp.  806,  641, 

and  Taylor,  268  (8d  edition,  882),  are  in  favour  of  the  admissibility ;  Philips,  vol.  i, 
p.  467  (10th  edition,  602),  takes  the  opposite  view.  The  cases  are  folly  noted  in  all 
these  works.  (<Q  Hyslop  v.  Miller,  1816, 1  Mur.,  49— Denham  v.  Ogilvie,  1827. 

4  Mur.,  196~Macf.  Pr.,  216 — See  also  Lord  President  Hope's  charge  in  Brodie  v.  Blair, 
1886,  14  S.,  267,  269.  («)  Supra,  note  (t).  (/)  Bryson  w.  Inglis,  1844. 

6  D.,  868.  This  case  was  compromised  before  discussing  the  exception  to  his  Lordship's 
ruling.  (g)  Foulkes  v.  Sellway,  1801,  8  £sp.,  286.  (A)  In  cases  of  privi- 

lege the  pursuer  has  to  prove  that  the  slander  is  false ;  M'Intosh  v.  Flowerdew,  1861, 13 
D.,  726.  (i)  Scott  V.  MKJavin,  1821,  2  Mur.,  486— Walker  v.  Robertson,  1821, 

ibid..  612--Pat«rson  v.  Shaw.  1830,  6  Mur.,  281— Brodie  ».  Blair,  1836,  14  S.,  267. 
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ifterwiae  (/).*  Nor  can  it  be  proved  without  a  counter- issue, 
ibere  the  defender  tenders  it  in  mitigation  of  damages,  and  not  in 
JQitification ;  for  the  pursuer  has  a  substantial  interest  to  prevent 
Ae  damages  &om  being  reduced  to  a  nominal  sum  by  means  of 
|nrf  of  which  he  has  not  had  notice  (k),^  In  actions  of  this  na- 
tare,  however,  the  defender,  without  taking  a  counter-issue,  may 
ftm  in  mitigation  of  damages  that  the  slander  was  not  raised  by 
Ma,  but  was  communicated  to  him  by  another  person  (Z),  or  was 
arrently  reported  at  the  time  (m).  As  such  evidence  is  admitted 
b  order  to  negative  the  expressed  or  implied  allegation  that  the 
idender  is  a  malicious  calumniator,  and  not  to  shew  that  the  slan- 
teous  statements  are  true,  the  defender  will  be  prevented  from 
faffiding  on  the  proof  for  the  latter  purpose,  if  there  is  not  a  counter- 
■oe  (n).  Where  a  party  wrote  a  letter  to  another,  charging  him 
Shaving  committed  a  capital  crime  (meaning  rape),  and  where 
ifi  defence  to  an  action  of  damages  for  the  slander  he  founded  on 
Wkduct  of  the  pursuer  as  having  given  rise  to  the  charge,  and  in  a 
peat  measure  palliating  it,  but  vnthout  amounting  to  a  complete 
Mfication,  the  Court  allowed  him  to  prove  the  conduct  in  mitiga- 

U)  Giaes  in  preceding  note— M'Neill  v,  Rorison,  1847, 10  D.,  l&->Scott  v.  Doherty, 
^  (  D^  5.  In  Patenon  o.  Shaw,  nipra,  a  mistake  in  the  loau  in  the  connter-issne 
ff^ftkA  the  truth  of  the  slander  from  being  proved.  (k)  M'Neill  v,  Borison,  «u- 

n*  (I)  Aitken  v.  Roid,  1819,  2  Mur.,  149— Forteith  ».  E.  Fife,  1821,  2  Mur., 

^^-PWeaon  v.  Shaw,  1830,  6  Mur.,  279— See  also  I>uiham  v.  Mair,  1796,  Hume,  D., 
^B(He  V.  Bohertson,  1808,  ib.,  614— Gardner  v.  MarshaU,  1808,  ib.,  620— M'Kennal 
|;*awi,ih,628.  («)  Scott  V.  M»Gavin,  1821,  2  Mur.,  486,  per  Lord  Chief 

DMWN-Kingan  v.  Watson,  1828,  4  Mur.,  490,  per  «ifkfe»?»— M*Culloch  r.  Litt, 
^  D^  960,  per  Lord  Wood— See  also  Dongal  v.  Dougal,  1888, 11  S.,  1026. 

(•)  Aitken  v,  Reid,  «q»fo— Brodie  v.  Blair,  1886,  12  S.,  941 ;  14  S.,  267,  S.  C— 
(l^illodi  p.  Litt,  jtpnk    Besides,  common  report  is  hearsay  of  the  peritas  ;  see  §  87. 


'  Friend  V.  Skdton,  1865, 17  D.,  U%,— Veritas  eonvicu  (the  allegation  by  the  de- 
Netof  time,  place,  and  circumstances  being  sufficiently  precise)  is  a  complete  defence 
■iBie&osof  damages  for  Blander;Mackellari;.  Duke  of  Sutherland,  1859,  21  D.,222. 
*fte  perioos  cases  reviewed  by  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis; ;  Wilson  v.  Weir  & 
^&1861, 24  D.,  67.— Per  eorUra,  "  Truth  is  not  always  a  justification  of  libel.  It 
^^  tt  •ggrsmtion,  as  where  the  allusion  is  to  a  bodily  defect,  or  to  a  family  mis- 
*"^  tor  vhich  the  party  taunted  was  not  to  blame,  and  which  he  could  not  help ;  or 
^1  ^  it  best,  only  a  ground  of  mitigation,  as  where  an  individual  in  every  com- 
^Tind  on  every  occasion,  publicly  taunts  another  in  whose  conduct  he  has  no  per- 
^  iBteiMt,  with  some  old  and  generally  forgotten  immoral  act  or  act  of  impropriety  "; 
**»WM,  Ordinary,  in  Friend  v.  Skelton,  siqfra  (First  Division). 

^^ifesderof  an  action  for  defamation,  who  takes  an  issue  in  justification,  requires 
*PB»«aptothe  umuendo ;  Harkes  v.  Mowat,  1862,  24  D.,  701. 

*  Kiikie  c.  Duncan,  1867, 19  D.,  984,  1095. 
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tion  of  damages,  although  he  had  not  taken  an  issue  of  justifica- 
tion (o).  The  evidence  was  not  admitted  to  prove  the  Veritas  con- 
victty  but  to  shew  the  circumstances  which  provoked  the  slander, 
and  which  were  therefore  part  of  the  res  gestae  (p). 

%  26.  In  other  actions  besides  those  laid  on  defamation,  evidence 
against  the  character  of  the  subject  of  the  suit  is  admitted,  where 
it  throws  light  on  the  question  in  issue  and  on  the  amount  of 
damages :  and  the  same  principle  admits  evidence  of  the  bad  char- 
acter of  the  injured  party  in  certain  criminal  cases.  On  this  ground 
in  actions  of  damages  in  England  for  seduction  of  the  pursuer's 
daughter,  and  for  criminal  conversation  with  the  pursuer's  wife, 
their  wanton  or  immodest  character,  and  even  particular  instances 
of  connection,  may  be  proved  (j),  unless  they  occurred  after  those 
with  the  defender  (r).  In  such  cases  (none  of  which  are  reported 
on  these  points  in  Scotland),  the  evidence  is  admissible,  although 
the  pursuer  has  not  attempted  to  set  up  the  character  in  question  (a). 
In  an  action  of  assythment,  the  defender  was  allowed  to  prove  his 
defence  that  the  deceased  had  been  subject  to  bad  habits,  and  that, 
at  the  instigation  of  his  family  (some  of  whom  were  pursuers),  he 
had  lived  separate  from  them,  that  he  had  not  supported  them,  and 
had  bestowed  his  savings  on  a  woman  with  whom  he  carried  on  an 
adulterous  intercourse  ;  these  facts  being  relevant  on  the  question 
of  damage  (t).^ 

%  27.     In  an  action  of  damages  for  adultery  with  the  pursuer's 

(o)  Ogilyy  r.  Scott,  1886, 14  S.,  720, 1080 ;  see  tluB  case  noticed  by  the  Lord  Job- 
tice  Clerk  (Hope)  in  M'Neill  o.  Roriaon,  1847, 10  D.,  88.  (p)  On  this  point  see  also 

White  V.  Cleugh,  1847, 10  D.,  884— Holehonse  v.  Walker,  1868, 16  D.,  666— MnUer  v. 
Robertson,  1868, 16  D.,  661.  {q)  Goote  v.  fierty,  1698, 12  Mod.,  282— Roberts 

V.  Malston,  SeL,  N.  P.,  24— Elsam  i;.  Faucett,  1799,  2  Esp.,  662— Bamfield  v.  Massey, 
1808,  1  Camp.,  460— Bate  v.  Hill,  .1828, 1  C.  and  P.,  100— Carpenter  v.  Wahl,  1840,  8 
Per.  and  Dav.,  467—2  Starkie  Ev.,  806—1  Phil.,  467— Taylor,  266—1  Grecnleaf,  72- 
See  also  an  unreported  Scotch  case  noted  in  1  Fraeer,  676.  (r)  Elsam  o.  Fcaoett» 

iupra,  SeL,  N.  P.,  26.  («)  Authorities  in  note  {q).  {t)  Brash  o.  Steele, 

1846,  7  D.,  689. 


^  In  an  action  for  reparation  for  bodily  injuries  which,  the  pursuer  alleged,  had  in- 
capacitated him  for  business,  the  defenders,  without  haTing  impugned  the  puisuer'i 
character  on  record,  put  questions  to  him  and  to  some  of  his  witnesses  with  a  Tiew  to 
prove  that  he  was  of  intemperate  habits.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  held  the  lino 
of  examination  to  be  competent.  Lord  Cowan  doubted  the  propriety  of  allowing  rach 
evidence  when  there  were  no  averments  as  to  character  on  record.  The  line  of  defence 
was  not  followed  out,  and  consequently  the  pursuer  examined  no  witnesses  on  the  sub- 
ject. But  he  was  allowed  the  expense  of  witnesses  brought  to  speak  to  the  point,  had 
it  been  necessary ;  Butchart  v.  Dundee  and  Arbroath  Railway  Co.,  1869,  22  D.,  184. 
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fife,  eyidence  of  his  loose  conduct  and  character,  during  the  mar- 
liage  was  admitted,  as  bearing  on  the  damage  which  he  had  sus- 
bined  from  the  acts  complained  of ;  but  his  general  loose  character, 
lad  his  having  been  divorced  from  a  former  wife,  were  not  allowed 
to  be  proved  («).  Where  in  an  action  of  damages  by  a  schoolmaster 
fcr  being  turned  out  of  his  school,  the  defence  was  that  he  deserved 
dismissal,  the  defender  was  allowed  to  prove  how  the  pursuer 
tH^t  the  school ;  but  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  was  inclined 
topre?ent  a  general  proof  of  his  character  (x), 

§28.  In  an  action  of  damages  against  officers  of  police  for 
tnmgous  apprehension  of  the  pursuer  as  a  resetter,  and  improper 
iKitmeiit  of  her  while  in  custody,  where  the  defenders  pleaded 
fiat  they  acted  in  discharge  of  their  duty  in  consequence  of  the 
sipidous  circumstances  against  her,  and  denied  having  treated  her 
improperly,  they  were  allowed  to  prove  several  previous  complaints 
•gainst  her,  with  the  procedure  thereon,  and  a  conviction  in  the 
pdice  court,  as  these  facts  might  have  justly  influenced  them  in 
^s^wwng  her  in  custody  (y).  In  another  action  of  a  similar  kind, 
rtere  the  defence  was  that  the  pursuer  had  been  "furiously  intoxi- 
ttted,**  and  had  committed  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and  where  there 
las  an  issue  whether  the  defender  acted  in  the  lawful  execution  of 
lis  duty,  he  was  allowed  to  prove  the  pursuer's  general  behaviour 
ifi  his  family,  and  that  he  was  a  violent  man,  but  not  particular  acts 
rfTiolence  («).  Thus  also  the  defender  in  an  action  of  damages  for 
^nltmay  prove  that  the  pursuer  is  of  a  quarrelsome  or  fierce  dis- 
pofition,  if  that  is  averred  on  record  as  justifying  or  palliating  the 
l^k  (a).  As,  however,  the  pursuer's  character  is  not  usually  in 
Jwie  in  the  cases  in  this  section,  the  defender's  record  must  give 
KJQc  notice  of  the  line  of  proof,  although  it  does  not  seem  neces- 
8*7  that  it  should  impugn  the  pursuer's  general  character  for  ho- 
^  or  peacefulness  as  the  case  may  be  (6). 

Thus  also  in  trials  for  murder  and  stabbing,  the  prisoner  may 
POTe  the  general  quarrelsome  and  violent  temper  of  the  person 
attacked  (c),  but  not  particular  acts  of  violence  on  the  prisoner  at 

W  Bafflie  v.  Bryaon,  1818,  1  Mnr.,  880— See  also  Brodie  v.  Blair,  1884, 12  S.,  941 
^  ft«er,  676.  (x)  Miles  v.  Finlayson,  1829,  6  Mur.,  86.  (y)  Nimmo 

J|**»rt,  1832, 10  S.,  844.  The  extract  conriction  was  received,  although  it  did  not 
•*  flat  the  witnesses  had  been  sworn.  (2)  Jameson  v.  Main,  1830,  5  Mur., 

^^-  (a)  Walker  v.  Ritchie,  1886, 14  S.,  1128— Lang  v.  Lillie,  1826,  4  Mur., 

•^Bttaerman  r.  Fenwicks,  1817, 1  Mur.,  262— (See  this  case  noticed  by  Lord  Pit- 
■87  ia  Ung  V.  Little).  (fi)  Compare  cases  in  the  three  preceding  notes  with 

"».Otto,  1818, 1  Mnr.,  444,  and  Macfarlane  v.  Young,  1824,  8  Mur.,  412. 

W  Shieb,  1S46,  Arkley,  171— Irving,  1888,  2  Sw.,  109. 
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a  considerahle  interval  (two  months)  before  {<£)^  or  uttack^  vcfcm 
third  persons  \e].  Even  general  character  for  violence  can  (soly  be 
proveii  when  there  is  a  special  defence  (/). 

§  29.  The  accused  in  a  charge  of  rape,  or  assaalt  witk  intent  to 
ravisk,  may  prove  the  woman's  unchaste  character,  and  even  par- 
ticolar  acts  of  criminalitj,  both  as  circnmstantial  evidence  to  nega- 
tive the  charge,  and  as  an  alleviation  of  the  crime  Oj\  Sat  tiie 
prosecutor  must  have  notice  of  this  line  of  evidence  [h],  unlesft  he 
has  attempted  to  set  ap  the  woman's  character  (i).  There  is  scHne 
doabt  whether  the  proof  is  limited  to  her  conduct  before  the  act 
libelled  (k).  It  is  true  that  the  loss  of  Yirginity  is  apt  to  make  a 
woman  reckless  of  her  virtue ;  but  this  seems  rather  to  affect  the 
weight  of  the  subsequent  evidence,  than  to  be  a  ground  for  rejecting 
it ;  as  proof  of  gross  indecency  might  satisfy  the  jury  that  the  wo- 
man is  really  of  a  lewd  disposition,  and  might  therefore  negatiTe 
the  charge.  It  seems  competent  to  prove  that  before  the  act  li- 
belled »he  had  connection  with  other  persons  besides  the  prisQiier(2), 
and  that  she  was  in  the  habit  of  associating  with  prostitutes  (m). 
But  an  inquiry  into  the  character  for  modesty  of  any  indiviiiiial  of 
her  companions  wiU  be  excluded,  unless  perhaps  in  regard  to  one 
who  is  distinctly  alleged  to  be  a  common  prostitute  (a)/ 


(d)  Shiela,  mipn,  (e)  Imng;  mpm.  (/)  Btewa,  ISSft^  1  Sw^  298. 

O)  1  Hume,  304—1  AL,  215—2  AL,  531— AIlu,  18^  1  Bhma,  MO^Bfauz,  184i. 
2  Broim,  167— Tweedie,  1836,  BeU'i  Notes,  84, 1  Sw^  22— L^tcfa,  1838,  2  Sw^  112. 

(A)  Hume,  ib^l  Al.,  216—2  AL,  531— M  ^MiOaD,  1846,  AiHej  209— WlgH  1886, 
1  aw^  4d— BUir,  tupm,  (i)  WUmm^  1813,  Hvme,  ib.— AL,  ib, 

(k)  L«itcfa,  1838,  2  aw^  112.  BeU's  Note,  84.  In  Wibm'B  can  (j^m),  ewakmtm 
of  tha  woman's  sabseqnenl  eofkdiiet  wm  reeemd;  bol  Bnm  fine  djaaffto^ras  af  tba 
dedaion ;  1  Home,  304.    It  i»  ineonpetent  in  Eo^^and;  1  FhiL,  468-^  Stadoe^  aOfit 

(/)  Blair.  1844,  2  Bioiin,  167— Stephena,  1839,  2  Sw.,  848— Smitii,  I8O61,  Bomett, 
462—2  AL,  531 — eomira,  Allan,  1842,  1  Bkoon,  500.  In  one  ease  witen  the  pdaoner 
pat  in  a  ipecial  defence,  alleging  that  the  wobmb  ma  at  tiie  time,  and  eoBtuuMd  ta  In, 
an  immodest  woman,  and  on  the  erening  alter  the  aDsfed  injnrj  bad  beoi  fimnd  in  bed 
with  another  man.  Lord  tfedwyn  aUowied  the  latter  &et  to  be  paoved,  hot  only  aa  hear- 
ing on  the  qnality  of  the  nsnanTt  and  extent  of  injoiy,  and  xaliiaed  to  aOov  pioof  of 
■abeeqnent  iamanhtf ;  Leiteh,  nipm.  Only  erxminal  ads  wiHi  the  pnaoner  are  le- 
eeired  in  England ;  Hodgson's  ease,  1812,  B.  and  B^  211—1  FhiL,  469-2  Staiiie, 
305.»  (m)  Webster,  1847,  ArUej,  269.  (a)  Weloter, 


«  Taylor  in  his  3d  Edition,  toL  i,  p.  832,  note  8,  says  that  Hodgson's  case  baa  been 
OTer-mled.    Best  says  that  the  qnestion  is  open  in  En^bnd ;  Best  on  Eridence,  }  260. 

*  In  a  trial  for  rape,  although  the  immoral  character  of  the  principal  witness  may 
be  pfored  without  a  special  defence,  doe  notice  should  be  gNen  to  the  praeecntor  of  the 
panel's  intention  to  impeach  her  diaracter. 

In  a  recent  trial  for  rape,  the  Court  rejected  eridenc^  of  the  naehaatity  of  the  woman, 
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Secondly^  As  to  the  character  of  the  defender : — 

J  30.  In  criminal  prosecutions  it  is  the  constant  practice  to  ad- 
Mtproof  of  the  panel's  good  character,  both  as  circumstantial  evi- 
fafie  in  his  favour,  and  in  mitigation  of  punishment.  But  the 
pcttcator  is  never  permitted  to  attack  the  prisoner's  character, 
al^  the  latter  has  set  it  up ;  and  even  then  he  very  seldom  goes 
bejoiid  cross-examining  the  prisoner's  witnesses  on  the  point.  The 
fiwecntor,  however,  may  prove  that  the  panel  has  been  previously 
mrieted  of  the  crime  libelled,  and  in  charges  of  theft  that  he  is 
kbit  and  repute  a  thief,  provided  the  libel  gives  notice  of  these 
fecific  aggravations.^  In  principle,  the  admission  of  such  evidence 
8  sot  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  ;  and  the  Court  frequently 
fectB  the  jury  to  disregard  it  in  determining  upon  the  main 
<iirge.  But  in  practice  juries  attach  cfonsiderable  weight  to  this 
tiad  of  eyidence  as  bearing  on  the  whole  case.^  Where  theft,  aggra- 
de yeusliefore  the  date  of  the  aUeged  crime,  when  there  was  no  offer  to  prove  eon- 
Mnafifatttity  up  to  the  date  of  the  crime.  It  was  held  that  the  role,  that,  in  rape, 
kcbntity  of  the  woman  might  be  impeached,  had  this  limitation,  that  the  onchastity 
k  h  jtand  nrast  be  at  or  immediately  before  the  date  of  the  offence ;  if  the  panel 
pM«d  la  vnehafltity  then,  he  conld  carry  back  his  proof  as  far  as  he  pleased.  The 
Gnztiadieited  an  opinion  against  the  competency  of  evidence  of  acts  of  nnchastity  with 
^  peataifl  besides  the  prisoner,  and  the  Lord  Jnstice-Glerk  (Inglis)  said  that  his 
^pBioa  m  in  conformity  with  that  ezpresaed  by  Lord  Moncreiff  in  the  case  of  Allan, 
"^OMltDinnote  (Q,  which  was  against  the  competency  of  that  kind  of  evidence ; 
kd  Advocate  v.  Beid,  1861,  4  Irvine,  124—84  Jar.,  108.  It  is  understood,  however, 
^n^endenee  is  fireqiiently  led  in  practice ;  it  was  led  without  objection  in  the 
<>Ktf  Tmicii  Dignan,  1864, 1  Irvine,  867.  When  it  is  intended  to  lead  such  evidence 
>  di&Bee,  distinct  notice  of  the  names  of  parties,  places,  and  dates,  ought  to  be  given ; 
!Ql,iitMpr«— Lord  Advocate  v,  Forbes,  1868,  8  Irvine,  186. 

'  The  aggncyation  of  habit  and  repute  a  thief  is  not  established  by  proof  that  the 
ptHttdbon  that  character  for  a  year ;  Adv.  o.  M'Fherson,  1862,  4  Irv.  It  is  not 
'■^'^t  (o  prove  that  a  panel  is  habit  and  repute  a  resetter.  But  it  was  held  compe- 
te to  inquire  what  was  the  character  of  the  persons  who  frequented  the  panel's  house ; 
^e.Hirt,1856,2lTV.,671. 

*  Aa  exception  to  the  ordinary  practice  has  been  introduced  by  the  late  Act  consoli- 
■fia^fte  Statute-Law  against  offences  relating  to  the  coin ;  it  is  provided  by  that  Act 
QU)tiiat  in  the  trial  of  an  indictment  for  committing  an  offence  after  a  previous  oon- 
^"'^  9  eonvietions,  the  previous  convictions  shall  not  be  taken  into  consideration 
^  fhe  panel  has  pleaded  guilty  to  the  subsequent  offence,  or  been  found  guilty  of  it 
^  Tfidiet  of  the  jury,  that  the  prisoner  shall  then  be  asked  whether  he  has  been 
^^*^i"^  convicted  as  alleged  in  the  indictment,  and  if  he  does  not  admit  the  previous 
Wqqil,  the  evidence  of  it  shall  then  be  laid  before  the  jury ;  provided  that  if  a 
Mtfln  ha  trial  for  a  subsequent  offence,  offers  evidence  of  his  good  character,  the 
^'**»  may  reply,  by  evidence  of  the  conviction  of  the  panel  for  the  previous  of- 
^  lad  in  that  case  the  jury  shall  enquire  concerning  such  previous  conviction  or 
^*iaio!a  at  the  same  time  that  they  enquire  concerning  such  subsequent  offence ; 
*«^»Vict,c99,J84. 
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vated  by  the  panel  being  habit  and  repute  a  thief,  and  robbery  are 
charged  alternately,  and  the  evidence  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
applies  to  robbery,  the  aggravation  (which  is  limited  to  the  charge 
of  theft)  may  not  be  proved  (p).  The  prisoner's  evidence  of  cha- 
racter has  often  special  reference  to  the  individual  offence ;  e.g.,  in 
a  charge  of  murder,  his  kindly  behaviour  towards  the  deceased,  and 
his  loyalty  in  a  charge  of  treason  or  sedition.  Sometimes  even 
blemishes  in  the  panel's  character  may  be  relevant  evidence  in  his 
favour,  as  his  cowardly  or  deceitful  disposition  in  crimes  shewing 
great  boldness  and  daring, — ^his  stupidity  in  crimes  shewing  in- 
genuity,— or,  as  in  the  trial  of  Burke  for  murder,  where  the  fact  of 
his  having  carried  on  a  trade  of  body-lifting  was  dwelt  upon  by  his 
counsel,  Dean  of  Faculty  (late  Lord)  Moncreiff,  as  accounting  for 
his  having  dead  bodies  in  his  house  under  suspicious  circmnstances. 

§  31.  In  civil  cases  the  defender's  character  is  held  not  to  be  in 
issue :  and  therefore  he  may  not  prove  that  it  is  good,  unless  the 
pursuer  has  attacked  it  (r).  This  rule  has  been  applied  in  actions 
of  damages  for  defamation  (»),  and  for  illegal  imprisonment  (t). 
Even  in  cases  directly  involving  the  defender's  character,  the  proof 
has  been  excluded,  as  in  actions  laid  on  fraud  (u),  and  embezzle- 
ment (x).  But  in  these  cases  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for 
depriving  the  defender  of  such  circumstantial  evidence:  which 
would  have  been  admitted  if  the  same  charge  had  been  made 
against  him  in  a  criminal  Court  {y), 

§  32.  The  defender's  character  may  not  be  attacked  by  the  pur- 
suer, as  by  proving  his  dissipated  habits  in  an  action  by  a  master 
against  his  apprentice  for  deserting  his  service  (z)  ;  or  his  quarrel- 
some disposition  in  an  action  of  damages  for  assault  (a). 

§  33.  When  evidence  of  character  is  competent,  the  general  rule 


(p)  M'CaUum,  1836, 1  Sw.,  64.  (r)  Macf.  Pr.,  218.    In  Hydop  v.  MiUer, 

1816, 1  Mur.,  49,  where  the  defender  in  an  action  of  defamation  pleaded  con^tauaiio  tn- 
Juriarum  in  consequence  of  the  pnisner  having  called  him  a  disgraced  officer,  he  was 
allowed  proof  of  his  good  character  in  order  to  rehut  that  charge.  (a)  Scott  v. 

M*Gayin,  1821,  2  Mnr.,  493— Cooper  v.  Mackintosh,  1828,  8  Mur.,  859— In  Armstrong 
V,  Vair,  1828,  8  Mur.,  817,  where  such  evidence  was  led  without  objection,  the  Court 
did  not  interfere,  but  remarked  that  the  case  would  not  be  a  precedent.  Q) 

^mpson  V,  Liddle,  1821,  2  Mur.,  680.  (u)  Clark  v.  Spence,  1826,  8  Mur.,  474 

—1  Phil.,  467— Taylor,  263— Goodright,  1789,  BuU.,  N.  P.,  296— Att.-Gen.  r.  Bowman. 
1791,  2  B.  and  P.,  682,  note.  (z)  Kitchen  v.  Fisher,  1821,  2  Mur.,  691.  (y) 

The  decisions  referred  to  are  opposed  in  principle  to  those  noticed  above,  {  23,  (i),  (x). 
(z)  Ounn  V.  GoodaUs,  1885,  18  S.,  1142.  (a)  Haddoway  v,  Goddait, 

18i6, 1  Mur.,  161.  Here  the  defender  had  tried  to  set  up  his  character  by  cross- 
examining  the  pursuer^s  witnesses. 
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admits  evidence  only  of  general  character,  not  of  particular  facts ; 
becaose  one  vnU.  seldom  be  at  a  loss  to  meet  a  false  attack  upon  his 
general  character,  whereas  he  might  be  taken  by  surprise  in  having 
to  disprove  special  charges  (6)." 


CHAPTER  III. — RELEVANCY  OF  EVIDENCE  IN  QUESTIONS  OF 
KNOWLEDGE,  INTENTION,  AND  MALICE. 

§3i.  The  knowledge,  intention,  or  malice  of  a  person,  can 
often  be  gathered  only  from  a  number  of  circumstances  not  indi- 
vidually important ;  and  therefore,  when  the  issue  involves  such 
&ct8,  evidence  is  received  which  in  other  cases  would  be  held  irre- 
leTant  (c).  Thus  in  an  issue  whether  the  defender  falsely  stated  to 
certain  oflBcials  that  the  pursuer  had  uttered  a  forged  bank  note, 
boving  it  to  be  forged,  where  the  defender  took  an  issue  of  pro- 
Uble  cause,  he  was  allowed  in  evidence  of  the  pursuer's  guilty 
knowledge  to  prove  that  warning  had  been  given  him  by  the  bank 
^th  regard  to  other  forged  notes  (d).  Certain  instances  of  the 
defender  having  slandered  the  pursuer  being  in  issue,  other  in- 
stances of  similar  slander  not  set  forth  maybe  proved,  as  indicating 
^  animus  with  which  those  in  issue  were  uttered  (e).^    But  this 

(h)  Bdnnennan  v.  Fenwicks,  1817, 1  Mur.,  252— Cleland  v.  Made,  1829,  6  Mar.,  72 
•Denham  v.  Ogilvie,  1827,  4  Mur.,  196— BaiUie  v.  Bryson,  1818, 1  Mnr.,  828— Sheila, 
I«8,  ArkL,  171— Irving,  1838,  2  Swin.,  109-1  Greenl.,  76— Taylor,  268—2  Starkie, 
^  805.  But  in  an  action  of  damages  against  a  coach  proprietor  for  an  overturn,  proof 
^  the  driver  was  rash  was  rejected,  while  facts  showing  him  to  he  rash  were  held 
*|>^aaUe;  Gnnn  t*.  Gardner,  1820,  2  Mnr.,  196.  And  in  an  action  of  damages  against 
^juiarfor  violenee  to  the  defender  when  in  his  custody,  the  pursuer's  quarrel^me  dis- 
P^Offli  was  not  permitted  to  he  proved,  and  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  (Adam)  re- 
■*^  "to  prove  his  disposition  you  must  shew  particular  acts  of  violence,"  hut  on 
"•eridence  heing  tendered,  it  was  rejected  on  the  ground  of  surprise  and  want  of 
*ti«;  Macfarlane  r.  Young,  1824,  8  Mur.,  412— See  also  tt^ara,  §  27,  (i*),  (x), 

(«)  8«e  per  Lord  Jeffrey  in  Hastie  v.  Warden,  1848, 11  D.,  240.  (d)  Giheons  v. 

*«,  1828,  8  Mur.,  259.  («)  Forhes  v.  Kirk,  1841,  4  D.,  1177. 


hk  an  action  of  damages  against  a  railway  company  for  injuries  sustained  in  an 
f'^'^nion  train,  the  degree  of  culpa  is  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury  in  assess- 
agdaaages;  Dohie  v.  Aberdeen  BaUway  Co.,  1866,  18  D.,  862. 

*  Itt  Friend  v.  Skelton,  1856, 17  D.,  548,  Lord  Deas  observed  (668)—"  I  wish  to 
•w*  it  quite  clear  that  I  give  no  opinion  on  the  question — ^nor  do  I  understand  your 
^^■^p  in  the  chair  to  have  done  so— whether,  when  it  is  set  forth  generally  that  the 
«Mer  uttered  on  an  occasion  specially  libelled  had  been  repeated  at  another  time,  and 
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was  not  allowed  as  to  expressions  which  had  been  the  subject  of  a 
separate  issue  that  had  been  abandoned  on  account  of  error  in  the 
locus  (/).  And  where  there  were  special  issues  of  separate  slandera 
in  presence  of  certain  individuals,  proof  of  similar  slanders  to  other 
persons  was  rejected  (y),  the  Court  remarking  that  the  proof  would 
have  been  allowed  if  there  had  been  a  general  issue  (h).^  In  an 
action  of  damages  on  account  of  the  defender  having  fraudulently 
executed  a  mercantile  order,  in  the  knowledge  that  it  had  been  in- 
tended for  the  pursuer,  the  Court  rejected  evidence  that  the  de- 
fender had  several  years  before  executed  similar  orders  improperly, 
the  object  in  tendering  the  proof  being  to  shew  that  he  knew  that 
the  order  in  issue  was  meant  for  the  pursuer  (t).  But  this  decision 
may  be  questioned.  In  an  issue  whether  A  knew  that  a  certain 
assignation  had  been  granted,  proof  of  the  knowledge  of  his  agent 
B  is  relevant,  although  not  conclusive  (Jc),^ 

§  35.  The  same  principle  applies  in  criminal  cases.  Thus  in  a 
trial  for  reset,  it  is  a  relevant  circumstance  that  the  panel  had  been 
previously  indicted  for  resetting  goods  from  the  same  thieves  from 
whom  he  was  charged  with  receiving  those  libelled  on  (?).*    In  pro- 

(/)  Forbes  v.  Kirk,  1841, 4  D.,  3177.  (^)  Cullen  v.  Ewing,  1882, 10  S.,  497, 

748— Ciaig  v.  Marjoribanka,  1828,  8  Mur.,  844.  (A)  In  Cullen  v.  Ewing,  ibid. 

(0  Dickson  v.  Dickson  and  Co.,  1880,  5  Mur.,  228,  and  8  S.,  988.  See  this  case 
noticed  n^a,  i  18.  (k)  Balfour  v.  Lyle,  1882,  10  8.,  868;  11  S.,  906. 

(Q  William  Campbell,  Aberdeen  Autumn  Circuit,  1847,  per  Lord  Mackenzie,  not 
reported.    See  also  1  Hume,  114,  116. 


on  other  occasions,  such  repetition  of  the  slander  may  or  may  not  be  competently  proved 
as  indicating  the  animut.  When  such  a  question  arises,  it  will  be  proper  to  attend  to 
the  case  of  Forbes  v.  Eirk,  and  to  some  other  cases  which  have  occurred  in  practice, 
although  perhaps  not  reported." 

2  Where  in  reference  to  two  alleged  acts  of  slander  the  defender  established  the 
veritaSf  proof  of  them  was  held  not  to  aid  the  proof  of  a  third  act  of  slander,  which  beings 
deponed  to  by  one  witness  only,  wsb  held  not  sufficiently  established.  The  proof  in  the 
case  had  been  taken  in  the  Sheriff  Court ;  Wilson  v.  Weir  and  Strang,  1861,  24  D.,  67. 

3  Evidence  of  the  malice  of  an  agent  will  not  prove  the  malice  of  his  client,  unless 
it  be  shewn  that  the  agent,  in  acting  maliciously,  was  carrying  out  the  wishes  or  repre- 
senting the  feelings  of  his  client ;  Mackellar  v.  Duke  of  Sutherland,  1862,  24  D.,  1124. 

Evidence  of  a  general  belief  in  the  neighbourhood  where  a  person  resided,  that  he 
was  insane,  held  inadmissible  to  prove  that  a  party  who  transacted  with  him  knew  of 
the  insanity ;  Qreenslade  v.  Dane,  1866,  20  Beavan,  284. 

*  But  see  Bums  v.  Hart,  mproj  }  80,  note  7.  Baron  Hume  (vol.  i,  p.  114),  referred 
to  in  note  (2),  says,  in  reference  to  the  circumstances  proving  guilty  knowledge  by  a  re- 
setter—'* Of  all  these  it  is  a  powerful  confirmation  if  the  panel  or  his  author  is  a  reputed 
thief  or  resetter."  On  this  passage  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope)  observed  that  it  had 
"  been  reprobated  for  the  last  forty  years  ;"  Burns  v.  Hart,  tupra. 


i36.  QUESTIONS  OF  INTENTION,  <feC.  35 

acnUonB  under  the  Coining  Acts,  the  previous  convictions  for  the 
suae  offence  are  relevant  evidence  for  the  jury  in  considering  the 
point  of  guilty  knowledge ;  but  their  weight  will  be  impaired  by  a 
considerable  time  having  elapsed  since  their  dates  (tw).*  They  must 
rfways  be  Kbelled  on. 

1 36.  In  a  charge  of  forgery  and  uttering,  it  is  material  evi- 
dence of  the  panel's  guilty  knowledge,  that  other  forged  notes  have 
been  found  on  his  person  (n),  or  that  he  had  previously  made  un- 
aecessful  attempts  at  uttering  the  notes  (o).  But  such  attempts 
most  be  libelled  on  (jp).  In  a  charge  of  murder,  previous  expres- 
sions of  mahce,  or  acts  indicating  that  disposition,  towards  the  de- 
based are  relevant ;  but  in  order  to  prevent  surprise,  the  proof  is 
i^cted  to  expressions  or  conduct  which  occurred  shortly  before 
4e  afleged  crime,  unless  the  indictment  libels  previous  malice  (r).* 
Tbe  prosecutor  may,  however,  prove  malice  without  libelling  it,  if 
^  panel  gives  in  a  special  defence  of  want  of  maUce  (s).  Where 
fl»e  prisoner  is  indicted  for  certain  seditious  expressions  at  a  public 
filleting,  other  expressions  in  the  same  speech  may  be  proved,  al- 
ikough  not  UbeUed  on,  in  order  to  shew  the  anirrms  of  the  speaker 
(0-  But  it  is  not  settled  whether  words  spoken  at  another  meeting 
not  HbeQed  on,  held  at  the  same  time  and  for  the  same  objects  as 
4e  one  libelled  on,  can  be  proved  for  that  purpose,  without  being 


(■)  Sathedand  and  Gibeon,  1848, 1  Jn.  Shaw,  186.  (n)  See  1  Al.,  419. 

(»)  1  Home,  167,  note — 1  Al.,  416.  The  same  remark  is  frequently  made  in  cases 
rfitteiBg  bsee  coin ;  see  1  Al.,  466.  (p)  Hume,  ihid— 1  Al.,  417.  (r)  See 

tiainhutnted  in  1  Hume,  267,  and  1  Al-*  11<  In  one  case  where  the  prosecutor  had 
Mt  libeDed  previous  malice,  he  was  restricted  to  a  fortnight  before  the  date  of  the 
wrier;  Divine,  16th  June  1824  (High  Court),  noticed  Al.,  supra.  In  MiUar,  1887, 
'  ^-,  486,  the  Court  admitted  evidence  of  threats  shewing  malice  six  weeks  before  the 
*>rier,  bot  only  on  the  prosecutor  stating  that  he  would  by  other  evidence  bring  the 
»Bee  (Yhich  was  not  libelled  on)  down  to  within  a  fortnight  of  the  crime. 

(«)  Wo^  1886, 1  8w.,  6.  (0  Grant  and  Others,  1848,  J.  Shaw,  64. 


'  Bst  Bee  form  of  procedure  in  indictments  under  the  Coinage  Acts,  according  to 
^fte  substantive  offence  charged  must  be  disposed  of  before  the  previous  oonvic- 
^ne proved ;  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  29,  $  84— See  ante,  i  80,  note  8. 

la  s  trial  for  murder  where  malice  was  libelled,  evidence  of  malice  six  or  eight 
^«^U£(ae  the  death  was  admitted ;  Lord  Advocate  r.  Salt,  1860,  8  Irv.,  649. 

U  t  trial  for  murder  of  a  woman,  proof  that  the  prisoner  had  within  twenty-four  hours 
^iht  voinan*s  death  used  expressions  indicating  malice  toward  her  was  admitted ; 
*v  poof  that  on  the  second  day  after  the  alleged  murder,  a  person,  since  deceased,  had 
^f^>inedof  the  conduct  of  the  prisoner  to  the  murdered  woman  ;  Advocate  t\  Stewart, 
*^.  2  In,  179. 

C2 
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iuurated  m  liitr  iiidii'niit^'X';  1 1 1  A  it-ntfr  writUfii  <a  30th  April 
1845  i^  not  i^^v-t>.^-.'t^  tnjtu:*t  .c  &  c^ougiixiicT  libelled  as  hftving 
ooiumeiAoed  iii  Mu*.  L  l>4f  :  iLt  ii-it!mJ  l*eiiif  u«o  grtial.  to  indicate 

5  37.     In  ELJTiLiji.  fcis*. ,  t'.ClLi-Tkl  fu.*!*  art  admisfiible  in  order 
to  fcLew  kiA-.»irj':*i<rt^,  niiJj.'t,  .ir  iL^ci.Tj..i.  i  c  «.     Thus,  in  an  action 
by  tbe  iiii.TSt^  u}».«i:  l  i-LL  vLt-rc  iLr  iir:.:uiaiit  prc»Ted  that  the 
payee V  nhintrirafr  ^.Tfii.'iii'.  luL  iLr  j.ljkiLt:^  iLtreupcin  allied  that 
the  dtieniaLiii  tL^-*^  it  via^  *;.•,  vC  Liii  ^tci.  fc7:iL:»ritT  to  the  drawer 
bO  t^  draw  iLtr  l«ill,  eriir^.^c  ,if  j:zs;I.I.«t::5  c-ir:-TLiii>iAnces  regarding 
oib^r  lilit  a^.vc;  Tf  1 1  t  iLr  >.:ii-ii^i,  Vm  ii:*!  Ttlatinfi:  to  the  one  in 
(juebiiv'ii,  vat  fciIliTlt^i  in  iriTr  v.-  ^^r.ve  iLe  allegation  (2).     "In 
actioLu*  <-*f  d^iaiLknTi.i*  khL^t  w:tIs  vr:r:':n  ic  ^»>ken  by  the  de- 
fvudaiit,  ti:lirr  l»cf.:v   ^-r  after  tL\.«9c  ot>:jared  njon,  after  issue 
jvinedu  are  iii-irr  tLf  ^i.triJ  is?De  ainiissfile  as  pi\x)f  of  actaal 
malioe.  i^  dcl:i»cr2it«e  ii^t^rntfvii ;  ai- J  f-.-r  this  I'lirf^ose  it  makes  no 
diffcreiLoe  wLtrtLt-r  the  la:.irQA;::>r  iii  wLi^h  the  a^i-tion  is  founded  be 
e^TnTc^J  or  cI^rAT,  wLtrtLtrr  the  o.  llaierd  words  tendered  in  evidence 
be  adires&td  to  iL^  same  ].<aity  t«^  wL: -m  the  slander  is  alleged  in 
tLe  d*:<:l<irati'.»n  to  L^ive  l^rrn  sp^ien,  or  to  a  stranger,  or  whether 
theMf   woris   be  in  themselres  acti*  nable  or  not*  (a).    But  the 
coIIai-enJ  libel  will  L-iJy  be  receixed  if  it  refers  directly  to  the  one 
in  ii«?ue.  or  relates  tv  the  same  sul  ject  matter,  as  by  repetition  of 
tb<;  feame  shiDder,  or  by  nse  of  other  w«»rds  which  shew  the  same 
train  of  thought,  thereby  indicating  a  cC'Utinuity  of  rankling  malice 
on  tL^  part  of  the  defendant  ^).     If  it  shews  an  cuitiiiaw  of  a  diffe- 
r^bt  blander  it  will  be  rejected  (c).    It  will  also  be  excluded  if  the 
^vid^nt  object  in  tendering  it  is  imfairly  to  recover  damages  for 
publLihing  it,  and  not  to  shew  the  defenders  ammaw  in  the  Ubel  in 
ij(i;ii<;  (d).     In  an  action  of  damages  in  England  for  false  imprison- 
uif:ui,  where  the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  a  justification  in 
rc'^iiect  of  the  plaintiff  having  committed  a  felony,  and  where  the 
latter  plea  was  abandoned  and  apologised  for  at  the  trial,  the  fact  of 

(u)  Gmbt  nnd  Otben,  gtqfra,  Tliia  efridence  bemg  offered  mnd  objected  to  on  the 
tprtjumi  of  uufpnte  and  want  of  libelling,  the  Crovn  oonnsel  wuTed  the  queatioii ;  hot 
the  Court  olmrytd  ttiat  **  it  nmrt  not  be  considered  as  a  roling  by  them  that  laagiiage 
fiiflrrmtiriK  an  intention  of  conspiracy  conld  not  be  prored,  though  the  spedfie  oeeasion 
on  which  it  was  us^^  was  not  stated  in  the  libel ;"  per  Lord  Jnstice^eilc  Hope. 

(X)  Grant  and  others,  IMS,  J.  Shaw,  64.  (y)  2  Starkie  Er,  81$— 1  PhiL,  461— 

'I'ayl/ir,  a4d— I  Or^Mml.,  71— 8ee  also  Dn  Bost  1;.  Bereeford,  ISIO,  2  Camp.,  611,  mfrm, 
I  88.  (s)  Hunter  v,  GiWn,  1804,  2  H.  Black,  288.  («)  Tajlor,  246. 

(ft)  Kinnerty  v.  Tipiw,  1809,  2  Camp.,  72.  per  Lord  Mansfield.  (e)  Rn- 

uisrty  V,  Tijij^^r,  iupra,  {d)  Stuart  r.  Lovell,  1817,  2  Starkie  R.,  96— Taylor,  248. 
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the  JTistification  was  held  relevant  matter  for  the  jury  in  estimating 
the  damages,  because  it  was  evidence  of  malice,  and  a  great  aggra- 
Tatian  of  the  defendant's  conduct,  as  showing  an  anirrms  of  per- 
geyermg  in  the  charge  to  the  very  last  (e). 

§  38.  The  same  principle  holds  in  criminal  cases  in  England 
(/),  Thus  in  an  indictment  for  knowingly  uttering  a  forged  bank- 
note, proof  that  the  prisoner  had  shortly  before  uttered  another 
forged  note  of  the  same  manufacture,  and  that  a  number  of  these 
were  in  circulation  at  the  time,  is  admitted  to  shew  his  guilty 
knowledge,  although  the  indictment  is  silent  upon  them  (gr).  And 
where  the  prisoners  were  charged  with  having  conspired  to  cause 
themselves  to  be  believed  persons  of  large  property,  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  tradesmen,  proof  of  other  instances  of  false  represen- 
Ution  by  them  was  received  (h).  On  the  same  principle  in  trials 
for  Reason,  seditious  language  uttered  by  the  prisoner  at  other  times 
I'egardmg  the  conspiracy  charged  (i),  or  an  "  overt  act  not  laid,  may 
ke  given  in  evidence,  if  it  be  a  direct  proof  of  any  of  the  overt  acts 
Wd:"  and  this  is  competent  although  the  acts  not  libelled  on  were 
committed  in  a  foreign  country  (ft)7 

§  39.  It  appears  from  these  illustrations  that  the  English  prac- 
tice is  rather  more  liberal  than  ours  in  receiving  collateral  facts 
in  questions  of  knowledge  and  intention.  This  difference,  and  the 
great  dissimilarity  between  the  forms  of  pleading  in  the  two  coun- 
tries, render  some  caution  necessary  in  applying  the  English  de- 
cisions to  Scotch  cases  (Z). 

W  Per  Lord  Abinger  in  Warwick  v.  Foulkes,  1844,  12  M.  and  W.,  607.* 
(/)  1  PhiL,  472— Taylor,  249.  (»  R.  r.  Ball,  1808,  1  Camp.,  824— R.  v. 

^ih  18W,  1  Bos.  and  Pul.  New  R.,  92.    .         (A)  R.  w.  Roberta,  1808,  1  Camp.,  899. 
(OB.  r.  Wateon,  1817,  2  Starkie  R.,  184—1  PhiL,  470-See  also  R.  v.  Hunt,  1820, 
SBtt.and  AL,  672— Layer's  case,  1722,  16  State  Tr.,  164.  (A)  Foster,  10— 

^^MwnVcaae,  1746,  9  State  Tr.  (fo.  ed.),  668— Layer's  case,  1722, 16  State  Tr.,  221— 
i  Hal,  470.  (J)  In  regard  to  criminal  cases,  the  English  doctrine  of  "  Election" 

®>*lic  k^  in  view.  In  this  country  it  is  competent,  and  is  the  practice,  to  include 
sa  QBfl  indictment  any  number  of  separate  offences  of  any  degree  of  malignity,  and  only 
'awe  trying  all  of  them  at  once  would  interfere  with  the  justice  of  the  case,  does  the 
^direct  a  separation  of  the  trials ;  2  Hume,  178— Burke's  Trial,  1828,  Sep.  Rep.  A 
■jwition,  however,  is  very  rarely  required  in  practice.  But  in  England  the  indict- 
^  it  framed  in  this  way  only  in  misdemeanours.  In  felonies  the  practice  so  to  in- 
^'"luafeom  motiyes  of  humanity  been  considerably  modified;  for  as  an  indictment 
^'^^Biiu&g  sereral  distinct  charges  is  calculated  to  embarrass  a  prisoner  in  his  defence. 


'  At  a  trial  in  England  for  obtaining  money  on  false  pretences,  evidence  that  the 
F«w  had  within  a  week  of  the  time  charged  in  the  libel  obtained  money  on  similar 
^  pretences  was  not  admitted  ;  Reg.  c.  Holt,  1860,  8  Cox,  Cr.  Cae.,  411. 
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CHAPTEB  IV.— OF  ADMITTING  COLLATERAL  FACTS  TO  DISCREDIT 

AN  OPPONENT'S  WITNESSES. 

§  40.  It  is  incompetent  to  enter  into  an  irrelevant  inquiry  for 
the  purpose  of  discrediting  an  opponent's  witness  or  testing  his  ac- 
curacy (m)}  But  some  license  in  this  respect  is  allowed  in 
examining  witnesses  to  matters  of  opinion  in  science  or  the  like ;  as 
their  evidence  can  generally  he  tested  only  by  inquiring  into  tlie 
data  for  their  propositions,  and  by  examining  them  upon  analogous 
and  often  hypothetical  cases  (w). 

the  judges  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  are  accustomed  to  quaah  indictments  so 
framed,  whenever  it  appears,  before  the  jury  are  charged,  that  the  inquiry  is  to  include 
separate  crimes.  When  this  circumstance  is  discovered  during  the  progress  of  the 
trial,  the  prosecutor  is  usuaUy  called  upon  to  select  one  felony  and  to  confine  himself  to 
that,  unless  the  offences,  though  in  law  distinct,  seem  to  constitute  in  fact  parts  of  one 
continuous  transaction ;"  Taylor,  242.  (m)  Thus  in  Innes  v.  Innes,  1887,  2  8h. 

and  M'L.,  417,  affirming  18  S.,  1069,  where  a  party  against  whom  a  witness  was  ad- 
duced attempted  to  prove  that  she  had  falsely  represented  herself  to  be  the  wife  of  a 
certain  persrm  who  had  no  concern  with  the  cause,  the  evidence  was  held  incompetent 
both  in  the  Court  of  Session  and  House  of  Lords,  the  Lord  Chancellor  Lyndhurst  ob- 
serving, "  there  would  be  no  end  of  proceedings  if  the  entering  into  such  collateral  issues 
were  permitted."  So  in  Tennant  v.  Hamilton,  1889,  M'L.  and  Bob.,  821,  per  ChanoeHor 
Cottenham— Whealler  v.  Methuen,  1848,  6  D.,  1221—1  Starkie  Ev.,  189,  603 — 2 
Starkie  £v.,  818.  Of  course  this  does  not  apply  to  matters  directly  impugning  the 
witness's  credibility,  as  malice,  previous  conviction  of  a  crime,  and  the  like.  See  the 
chapter  on  the  Credibility  of  Witnesses,  infra,  (n)  This  is  the  constant  practice 

in  cross-examining  scientific  witnesses.  In  questions  of  forgery,  specimens  of  the 
handwriting  of  the  same  individual,  although  quite  unconnected  vdth  the  writing  in 
issue,  may  be  shevm  to  the  witnesses  to  test  their  accuracy,  as  in  Bryson  v.  Crawford, 
1884, 12  S.,  987— Bose  v.  Millar,  1881,  10  S.,  95— See  also  Folkes  v.  Chadd,  1782, 
8  Doug.,  157. 


1  It  is  incompetent  to  examine  a  witness  on  matters  not  connected  with  the  subject 
of  the  issue  or  libel,  with  the  view,  if  her  evidence  should  be  false,  of  damaging  her 
credibility  ;  ruled  in  a  trial  for  rape ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  Beid  and  Others,  1861,  4  Irv., 
124.  A  witness  for  a  prisoner  said  that  he  could  not  speak  English,  and  accordingly 
gave  his  evidence  in  Irish.  In  cross-examination,  he  was  asked  if  he  had  not  spoken 
in  English  to  two  persons  in  Court,  and  on  his  answer  in  the  negative,  the  Crown  pro- 
posed to  contradict  him  by  examining  these  persons.  The  Irish  Court  of  Criminal  Ap- 
peal held  that  the  evidence  ought  to  be  rejected  as  raising  a  collateral  issue ;  Reg.  v. 
Burke,  1858,  8  Cox,  Crim.  Cas.,  44. 
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TITLE  III. 


OF  PROVING  THE  ISSUE  AND  LIBEL. 


Having  thus  considered  the  rules  as  to  the  relevancy  of  different 
tofi  of  evidence,  we  proceed  to  treat  of  the  application  of  the 
•iMle  proof  to  the  Ubel  and  issue  in  the  cause.  As  preliminary  to 
4is  inquiiy,  a  few  observations  on  the  general  nature  of  the  issue 
wd  verdict  will  be  necessary.^ 


CHAPTER  I, — OF  THE  LIBEL  AND  ISSUE. 

Hi-  Jury  trials  in  the  Court  of  Session  are  conducted,  and  the 
verdicts  ia  them  are  returned,  with  reference  to  "issues;"  which  are 
If^ea  putting  to  the  jury  categorically  the  points  they  have  to 
^de  (a).  The  issues  are  prepared  by  the  parties  by  whom  they 
^  legpectively  required  ;  and  are  adjusted  between  the  parties 
*rth  the  aid  of  the  Court  (6).  When  so  adjusted,  they  are  settled 
»8the  issnes  in  the  cause,  and  contain  the  only  questions  which  the 
j^have  to  determine.  In  the  earlier  jury  cases  every  material 
act  on  which  the  parties  differed  was  put  in  issue  articulately  (c). 
^t  this  practice  was  discontinued  on  account  of  its  inconvenience, 
'cf  a  nmnber  of  years  the  issue,  while  fairly  bringing  out  the  facts 

M  Ixird  Cockbum  thinks  it  would  be  a  great  improvement  to  abolish  issues ;  Graham 
^Jl'Uchlan,  1858, 16  D.,  901.  (6)  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  86,  J  88.  (c)  M'F. 


'  The  pretent  practice  of  the  Court  is,  in  most  cases,  to  send  a  case  to  trial  on  issues 
''^  any  previous  judgment  on  the  relevancy  of  the  pursuer's  case,  leaving  questions 
■^'lad  rcUrancy  for  determination  by  the  judge  at  the  trial. 


40  OF  THE  LIBEL  AND  ISSUE.  §  41— 

on  which  the  litigation  turns,  has  done  so  in  a  general  and  compre- 
hensive  manner  (d).^ 

§  42.  In  criminal  cases,  and  in  proofs  on  commission  in  civil 
causes,  the  proof  is  adduced  with  reference  to  the  libel  itself  with- 
out an  issue.*  But  issues  are  required  when  a  case  fitted  for  a  jury 
is,  by  consent  of  parties,  tried  by  the  Lord  Ordinary  without  a  jury, 
under  the  recent  Court  of  Session  Act  (e).*  When  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary tries  in  this  way  (either  with  or  without  consent)  questions  of 
fact  which  should  be  investigated  without  a  jury  trial  or  proof  on 


(d)  This  practice  was  introduced  by  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon,  directing  one  general 
issue  to  be  laid  before  the  jury  in  the  second  trial  6f  the  Earl  of  Fife's  case,  in  place  of 
the  seven  special  issues  on  which  the  case  had  been  tried  before ;  E.  Fife  v.  E.  Fife's  Trus- 
tees, 1828, 1  Sh.  Ap.,  498.  In  actions  of  damages  for  defamation,  each  slander  is  still 
put  separately  in  issue ;  see  Lady  Ramsay  v,  Naime,  1888, 11  S.,  1033.3  (e)  13 

and  14  Vict.,  c.  86,  §  46. 


2  What  is  to  be  put  in  issue  is  the  ground  of  action,  from  which  is  derived  the  in- 
ference that  forms  the  conclusion  of  the  summons ;  therefore  what  is  called  an  issue 
of  resting  owing,  is  not  properly  an  issue  at  all,  being  extracted  from  the  conclusions 
instead  of  the  condescendence  and  pleas  in  law,  where  only  the  grounds  of  action  are 
found ;  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  United  Mutual  Mining  and  General  Assurance  Co.  v. 
Murray,  1860, 28  D.,  69,  72. 

When  parties  adjust  issues  to  try  the  cause,  and  when  these  issues  are  approTed  of 
by  the  Court  as  the  issues  for  trying  the  cause,  they  will  be  held  to  embrace  the  whole 
grounds  of  action  on  which  the  parties  mean  to  insist,  and  to  imply  a  departure  from, 
and  abandonment  of,  every  ground  of  action  embraced  by  the  summons  that  is  not 
embodied  in  the  issues.  Thus  where,  in  an  action  of  declarator  of  five  different  rig^hts 
of  way,  issues  to  try  the  cause,  were  adjusted  and  approved,  which  referred  to  two  of 
the  paths  only,  there  was  held  to  be  a  virtual  abandonment  of  the  cause  as  regarded  the 
other  three  paths,  and  the  Court  would  not  permit  the  pursuers  at  a  later  stage  of  the 
cause,  to  abandon  the  action  qnotxd  these  three  roads,  reserving  their  right  to  bring  a  new 
action,  under  the  Act  6  Geo.  IV,  c.  120,  and  Act  of  Sederunt,  11th  July  1828,  but  as- 
soilzied the  defender ;  Hay  r.  Earl  of  Morton,  1862,  240  B.  M.,  1064. 

3  In  an  action  of  damages  for  defamation  where  the  first  issue  states  precisely  an 
act  of  defamation,  and  the  time  when,  place  where,  and  persons  before  whom,  it  was 
uttered,  the  pursuer  may  in  his  second  issue  put  to  the  jury  whether  the  defender  did 
not  say  the  same  thing  repeatedly,  without  putting  in  the  issue  the  days  or  places  of 
such  repeated  statements ;  Innes  v,  Swanston,  1867,  20  D.,  260. 

^  The  general  rule  is,  that  whenever  matter  of  fact  is  in  dispute,  the  case  should  go 
to  a  jury,  and  the  Court  will  not  p;n,Tit  proof  on  commission  except  on  special  cause 
shown.  Where  both  parties  wished  a  proof  by  commission  as  to  an  alleged  practice  of 
trade,  the  Second  Division  refused  to  grant  commission,  and  directed  the  parties  to  pre- 
pare issues;  Cameron  v.  Kerr,  1861,  28  D.,  1267. 

^  In  Hood  V.  Williamson,  1861,  28  D.,  496,  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  observed  that 
cases  likely  to  result  in  special  verdicts  were  proper  for  trial  by  the  Lord  Ordinary 
without  a  jury,  and  the  provision  of  the  statute  was  intended  to  provide  for  such  cases  ; 
but  ordinary  jury  questions  should  go  to  a  jury. 
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commission,  there  is  no  issue,  but  the  Lord  Ordinary  fixes  the  ques- 
tion on  which  the  proof  is  to  be  adduced  (/).* 

§  43.  The  issues,  when  unambiguous  and  articulate,  must  be 
coDstnied  as  they  stand ;  so  that,  although  they  put  to  the  jury  a 
wider,  a  narrower,  or  even  a  diflferent  point  from  that  which  is 
iwTight  out  in  the  record,  their  true  construction  by  themselves 
(leteimines  their  meaning  {g), 

§  44.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  issue  is  ambiguous,  the  record 
My  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  explicating  it  (A),  This  must  al- 
nji  be  done  in  trials  under  a  general  issue ;  which  is  framed  upon 
4e  footing  of  the  record  being  referred  to  for  the  specific  grounds 
of  action  and  defence  (f).^ 

(/)  13  and  14  Vict,  c.  36,  {  48.  (^)  Leys,  Masson  &  Go.  v.  Lord  Forbes, 

ISS;  5  W.  S.,  884,  affirming  9  S.,  988.  In  this  case  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  ob- 
Kned,  the  officer  who  framed  the  issue  "  may  have  miscarried  as  much  as  you  please ; 
^Buyhayeput  one  fact  in  issue  when  there  was  another  fact  to  be  put  in  issue; 
k  mj  have  made  the  grossest  blunder ;  but  you  are  bound  by  the  issue  he  has 
^warf  as  it  now  stands."  See  also  E.  Fife  v,  E.  Fife's  Trustees,  1816, 1  Mur.,  137— 
Botnins  r.  Barry,  1818, 1  Mur.,  347— Berry  v.  Wilson,  1841,  4  D.,  189— Cuthbertaon 
'.Toiiiig,  1851, 14  1).,  801.  In  a  recent  trial,  however,  under  an  issue  whether  a  bank- 
^  kad  been  concerned  in  the  giving  of  a  sum  to  a  creditor  as  a  consideration  for  "  con- 
ccriag  in  facilitating  or  obtaining  "  his  discharge,  the  presiding  judge  observed,  that 
Kfljiiig  wold  be  established  under  the  words  "  facilitating  or  obtaining,"  us  these  were 
Ht  in  the  record,  or  in  the  section  of  the  statute  founded  on ;  and  the  trial  accordingly 
rjeadfid  on  that  footing;  Inglis  v.  Gardner,  1843,  6  D.,  1029,  per  Lord  Justice-Olerk 
%•  (A)  Bertrams  v.  Barry,  1818, 1  Mur.,  347— Leven  v.  Young,  1818,  1  Mur., 

*5^-Sciutoii  p.  Catto,  1822,  3  Mur.  61— See  also  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope  in  Berry 
'WikMi,  1841,  4  D.,  139.  (0  See  Macf.  on  Issues,  9— Cowan  v.  Watt,  1838, 


'  The  Lord  Ordinary  may  competently  under  this  provision  fix  for  proof  questions 
«*ttBtiTBrfthe  caiue;  Ranken  v.  Drew,  1866,  17  D.,868. 

'  0&  this  point  the  opinions  recently  expressed  in  the  House  of  Lords  are  at  variance 
^  tha  practice  in  the  Court  of  Session.  In  the  Househill  Co.  r.  Neilson,  1843,  2 
^'>  Ap..  24,  Lord  Campbell  mentioned  with  much  commendation,  the  practice  in  the 
^^  in  Scotland,  of  controUing  the  proof  to  be  led  under  a  general  issue  by  the  aver- 
*t>^  in  the  record,  and  stated  that  the  House  highly  approved  of,  and  would  most  care- 
vj  goard  that  practice ;  and  the  judgment  of  the  House  proceeded  on  a  recognition 
^tbt  practice.  There  has  been  no  subsequent  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  inoon- 
■^vith  these  views.  But  in  Morgan  v.  Morris,  1866,  27  Jur.,  606,  the  Lord  Chan- 
^(Craaworth)  and  Lord  Brougham  expressed  an  opinion  that,  after  the  issue  was  set- 
H  the  record  could  not  be  looked  to,  and  the  case  of  Neilson  was  spoken  of  as  a  special 
^beeanse  it  was  a  patent  case.  When  the  case  of  Morgan  v.  Morris  came  again  be- 
^&e  Houae  of  Lords,  in  1868,  8  Macq.,  839,  Lord  Chancellor  Chelmsford  said,  "  It  is 
^  mportant  always  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  question  to  be  tried  is  involved  in  the 
^ti,  and  in  these  alone,  and  that  you  are  not  at  liberty  to  go  out  of  them  for  the  pnr- 
'*«Jtlierof  limiting  the  inquiry  or  defining  with  more  particularity  the  points  to  be 
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§  45.  Although  after  the  issues  have  been  fixed  they  cannot  be 
altered  except  of  consent  {J) ;  yet  an  accidental  error  or  miscopy 
may  be  corrected  at  the  instance  of  either  party,  although  the  other 
objects  (i).®  And  in  allowing  a  new  trial  the  Court  may  direct  it 
.to  be  on  a  diflferent  issue,  which  they  consider  better  calculated  than 
the  former  one  to  meet  the  justice  of  the  case  (Z). 

§  46.  The  interlocutor  of  relevancy  in  a  criminal  case  corre- 
sponds to  the  approval  by  the  Court  of  the  issue.  It  ties  down  the 
prosecutor  to  evidence  in  support  of  the  libel  as  found  relevant,  and 
it  excludes  the  prisoner  from  denying  that  the  acts  charged  against 
him  are  criminal.  Accordingly,  in  a  trial  for  publishing  blasphem- 
ous works,  in  which  the  truth  of  the  Bible  was  denied,  the  usual 
interlocutor  of  relevancy  having  been  pronounced,  the  Court  pre- 
vented the  prisoner  (who  defended  himself),  from  pleading  to  the 
jury  that  the  Bible  deserved  the  aspersions  he  had  cast  upon  it(m). 

(/)  Cochran  v.  Wallace,  1820,  2  Mur.,  296.  (*)  M'Neill  w.  Caldwell,  1853, 

15  D.,  590— Cooper  v.  Mackintosh,  1828, 8  Mnr.,  858— Dunlop  v.  Buchanan  1828,  5  Mar., 
17— Macf.  Pr.,  75— See  also  Inglis  v.  Gardner,  1848,  5  D.,  1029,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk 
Hope.  In  Edwards  v,  Begbie,  1850, 18  D.,  227,  where  the  schedule  of  damages  had 
been  omitted  in  engrossing  the  issue,  the  Court  aUowed  it  to  be  added  on  a  motion  made 
after  notice  of  trial  had  been  given.  (Q  £.  Fife  v.  £.  Fife's  Trustees,  1828, 1  Sh. 

Ap.,  498 — Inglis  v.  Great  Northern  Rail.  Co.,  1851,  1  Macq.,  112.  (m)  Paterson, 

1848,  1  Broun,  629— See  also  Letters  v.  Black,  1848,  ArkL,  497. 


determined  by  the  jury."  The  same  views  were  expressed  in  the  Houae  of  Lords  in  the 
case  of  Bryden,  1855,  2  Macq.,  p.  84,  and  in  the  very  recent  case  of  Robertson  v.  Flem- 
ing, 1861,  88  Jur.,  691,  698.  On  the  other  hand,  it  has,  on  several  occasions,  been  very 
distinctly  announced  from  the  bench  in  Scotland  that  this  doctrine  is  "  opposed  to  the 
whole  course  of  our  practice,  and  to  the  principle  and  purpose  of  our  system  of  dosed  re- 
cords ;"  per  Lord  President  in  Keir  v.  Magistrates  of  Stirling,  1858, 21  D.,  171.  See  alao 
Fairley  v.  O'Halleran  and  Brown,  1855, 18  D.,  78— Christie  ».  Thomson,  1859, 21  D.,  848, 
per  Lord  Deas^MacGillivray  v.  Soutar,  1860, 28  D.,  212, 215.  There  has  been  no  change 
in  the  practice  of  our  Courts  on  this  point,  and  records  are  still  before  the  presiding 
judge  at  jury  trial  for  general  reference,  and  are  used  for  the  purpose  of  oontrolliug 
and  limiting  the  proof. 

^  Where  a  tenant  stated  in  his  record  and  issue  that  certain  operations  by  his  land- 
lord, of  which  he  complained,  were  made  **  about  the  month  of  April  1850,'*  the  Court 
refused  to  allow  him  to  correct  the  record  and  issue  by  substituting  for  that  date,  "  the 
spring  of  1851  ;*'  Hill  v.  Kinloch,  1855,  17  D.,  958.  But  where  it  was  put  in  an  ad- 
justed counter-issue  whether  the  pursuer  of  an  action  for  defamation  had  committed  for- 
nication "  in  the  house  No.  5  Brown  Street,"  the  issue  was  amended  by  striking  out 
"  No.  5,"  and  adding  the  word  "  Lane  "  after  Street,  there  being  no  No.  5  either  in 
Brown  Street  or  Brown  Street  Lane,  and  Brown  Street  Lane  being  the  place  mentioned 
in  the  condescendence ;  A.  B.  v.  Skae,  1857, 19  D.,  958.  The  Court  allowed  an  altera- 
tion on  a  closed  record,  before  issues  were  adjusted,  of  the  alleged  date  of  the  defama- 
tion, which  was  the  subject  of  the  action,  the  etror  being  a  mere  inadvertency,  and  the 
record  itself  affording  the  means  of  correcting  it ;  Bayue  v.  Macgregor,  1862,  24  P., 
1126— Mrs  Blaikie  v.  Duncan,  1857,  19  D.,  1095. 
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CHAPTEB  II. — OF  THE  VERDICT. 

§  47.  In  civil  trials  the  verdict  is  delivered  io  Court  orally  by 
the  chancellor  of  the  jury ;  and,  after  being  committed  to  writing 
by  the  clerk,  is  read  aloud  to  the  jury,  in  order  that  any  error  in 
taking  it  down  may  be  corrected.^  In  criminal  trials  the  verdict 
aged  to  be  delivered  to  the  judge  in  writing  and  sealed  up.  The 
jadge  then  opened  the  enclosure,  read  the  verdict,  and  delivered  it 
to  the  clerk  of  Court,  by  whom  it  was  engrossed  verbatim  in  the 
record:  and  the  original  and  record-copy  having  been  compared, 
the  rerdict  ai  recorded  was  read  aloud  by  the  clerk  in  presence  of 
the  jury  («).  But  this  practice  was  the  source  of  many  technical 
objections,  which  materially  interfered  with  justice ;  and  therefore 
oral  verdicts  were  introduced  by  statute  (o).  They  are  now  used 
afanoet  invariably ;  for  even  where  the  verdict  is  committed  to  writ- 
ing by  the  jury  for  the  sake  of  accuracy,  it  is  read  by  their  chan- 
cellor as  an  oral  verdict.  The  verdict  on  being  announced  by  the 
chancellor  is  written  down  by  the  clerk,  and  read  over  to  the  jury 
as  in  civil  ca.ses.  The  advantage  of  this  practice  is,  that  if  the  ver- 
dict is  ambiguous,  or  does  not  meet  the  issue  or  libel,  the  judge 
may  call  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  circumstance,  and  may  re- 
iachse  them,  and  even  decline  to  receive  the  verdict  until  it  has 
been  corrected  (jp).  The  written  verdict,  on  the  other  hand,  must 
be  copied  into  the  record  with  all  its  imperfections,  and  cannot  be 
altered  or  explained  by  the  jury  after  they  have  assented  to  it  in 
Court  (r).  But  as  the  object  of  reading  it  over  to  them  is  to  secure 
their  assent,  they  may  repudiate  it  in  Court  at  the  time  ;  otherwise 
the  chancellor  and  clerk  might  concert  and  record  a  false  verdict  («). 
For  this  reason,  also,  a  written  verdict  would  be  ineffectual,  if  it  was 

(■)  2  Hume,  428—2  Al.,  687.  (o)  54  Geo.  Ill,  c.  67—6  Geo.  IV,  c.  22,  J  20 

-^Geo.  IV,  c.  29,  J  16.  The  last  of  these  Acta  abolished  the  written  verdict  in  all 
QNB  vhere  it  is  returned  before  the  Court  adjourns.  (  p)  Adam  on  .Tnr.  Tr.,  286 

-2  Al^  6S7,  and  eases  there  cited— Wilsons,  1826,  Syme,  48— Hunter  and  Others,  1888, 
•  8v^  16,  per  Liord  Jnstice-Glerk  Boyle— Brodie  v.  Johnston,  1845,  2  Broun,  669,  per 
Uri  Coekbiiiii--Grant  and  Others,  1848,  J.  Shaw,  61.  (r)  2  Hume,  429—2  Al., 

Ml  (#)  Ibid. 


*  If  in  a  trial  of  dvil  causes,  after  three  hours  deliberation,  nine  or  more  of  the  jury 
M  ^ree,  a  Terdict  may  be  returned.  If  after  six  hours  deliberation  nine  of  the  jury 
^  Bok  agreed  on  a  verdict,  the  jury  may  be  discharged ;  22  and  28  Vict.,  c.  7. 

*5oi  Proren"  is  a  competent  verdict  in  civil  causes;  Morgan  v.  Morris,  1865,  2 
^beqaeen,  842,  860.  It  is  the  asual  deliverance  in  the  ecclesiastical  Courts  of  Scot- 
^  vhen  a  pexaon  accused  is  assoilzied  on  the  proof. 
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handed  privately  to  the  judge  and  not  read  over  and  assented  to  by 
the  jury  in  Court  (<).  The  general  rule  against  explaining  the 
written  verdict  by  questions  put  to  the  jury  was  somewhat  over- 
looked in  a  case  where  the  prisoner  was  incorrectly  designed,  and 
the  Court  asked  the  jury  if  the  verdict  referred  to  him ;  and  on 
their  answering  that  it  did,  pronounced  sentence  accordingly  («) ; 
and  in  another  case  where  the  verdict  mentioned  the  libel  as  an  in- 
dictment, and  the  Court  asked  the  jury  if  it  meant  the  criminal 
letters  on  which  the  prisoner  had  been  tried  (x).  But  in  both  of 
these  cases  the  meaning  of  the  verdict  was  manifest  without  the 
explanation.  In  a  previous  case  the  Court  asked  the  chancellor  of 
the  jury  what  they  meant  by  the  ambiguous  written  verdict  of 
"  guilty,  but  not  to  the  extent  libelled."  Baron  Hume,  however, 
states  good  grounds  for  questioning  that  decision  (y), 

§  48.  When  the  verdict  has  been  engrossed  in  the  way  above 
mentioned,  it  becomes  part  of  the  records  of  Court,  subject  to  the 
general  rule  as  to  such  writings,  by  which  it  is  probative  and  con- 
clusive proof  of  what  the  jury  meant  to  find(z).  Accordingly  it  may 
not  be  contradicted  by  showing  that  the  jury,  although  allowing  it 
to  be  recorded  as  their  verdict,  were  concussed  into  emitting  it,  or 
that  they  did  not  really  consent  to  it  by  a  majority,  or  unanimous- 
ly, where  that  is  necessary  (a),  or  by  proving  that  they  understood 
that  mitigated  findings,  which  it  contained,  would  have  exempted 
the  prisoner  from  capital  punishment,  which  they  intended  their 
verdict  to  do  (6).  Nor  may  a  recommendation  to  mercy  be  added 
to  the  recorded  verdict  (c).  On  the  same  principle,  in  interpreting 
the  verdict  it  is  incompetent  to  receive  evidence  of  what  the  jury 
intended  to  find  (d),  or  (with  the  exception  aftermentioned)  to 
look  at  the  evidence  on  the  trial,  even  although  the  verdict  is  am- 
biguous (c),  or  self-contradictory  (/).^    It  may,  however,  be  im- 

(t)  On  this  ground  the  verdict  in  a  trial  before  a  Sheriff  under  a  special  statute  waa 
overturned ;  Forbes  ».  Mag.  of  Aberdeen,  11th  Feb.  1809,  F.C.  (i/)  Alexander, 

1828,  *2  Al.,  642,  (z)  Campbell.  1828,  2  Al.,  642.  (y)  D.  Grant,  1818, 

2  Hume,  426.  (f )  2  Hume,  426,  et  ««^.— Adam  on  Ju.  Tr.,  285—2  Al.,  640, 642. 

(a)  2  flume,  427— MiU  v.  Nicol,  1767,  Maclaurin,  872— Mackintosh  v.  Fraaer,  1884, 
12  S.,  872— See  also  Forbes  v.  Mag.  of  Aberdeen,  11th  Feb.  1809,  F.C.  (ft)  Mac- 

gregor,  1762,  Maclaurin,  149.  (c)  DarUng,  1880,  Bell's  Notes,  296.    But  the 

Court  intimated  that  they  would  pay  regard  to  the  recommendation  in  fixing  the  poniah- 
ment.  {d)  Macgregor,  supra — Adam  on  Jur.  Tr.,  282— R.  v,  Woodfall,  1770,  5 

Burr.,  2661.  («)  Speir  u.  Dunlop,  1826,  4  S.,  92— Walker  r.  Steele,  ib.,  328— Berry 

V.  Wilson,  1841,  4  D.,  189— Adam  on  Jur.  Tr.,  286.  (/)  Hunter,  1888,  2  Sw.,  1. 


2  "  In  the  case  of  a  verdict  which  is  ambiguous,  imperfect,  or  inconsistent,  its  effect  is 
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pugned  on  grounds  which  strike  at  its  essential  justice, — as  that 
the  jury  were  tampered  with  and  misconducted  themselves  gross- 
ly (jr),  that  they  cast  lots  for  the  verdict  (A),  or  that  it  was  returned 
to  the  judge  privat.ely,  without  being  read  over  to  the  jury  in  Court, 

tod  without  their  consenting  to  it  (t).^ 

- 

{§)  M'Whir  r.  Maxwell,  1836,  15  S.,  299— See  Black  v.  Groall,  Jan.  1854,  in  pen- 
iak?  (A)  Stewart  v.  Eraser,  1830,  5  Mur.,  16C— Adam,  Jur.  Tr.,  Appx.,  No. 

14.  But  it  was  held  that  the  jury  are  inadmissible  to  prove  such  an  allegation ;  Stewart 
r.  Fnser,  and  M^Whir  i?.  Maxwell,  tuprti.  This  point  is  considered  afterwards  in  treat- 
ing of  the  admissibility  of  the  judge  and  jury  as  idtnesses.  (t)  Forbes  v.  Mag. 
flf  Aheideen,  11th  Feb.  1809,  F.C. 


to  ba  deriYcd,  and  only  to  be  derived,  from  the  terms  in  which  it  is  expressed.  It  is  a 
vniten  document  submitted  to  the  legal  consideration  of  a  Court,  and  always  to  be  con- 
itraed  by  the  legal  wisdom  and  faculties  of  the  Court ;  the  Court  alone  is  the  tribunal 
viiieh  must  say  whether  the  verdict  is  ambiguous,  ftc^  or  not.  If  it  is  not  ambiguous, 
4c.,  it  must  be  applied,  and  judgment  must  proceed  upon  it.  If  the  Court  is  of  opinion 
tbat  it  B  ambiguous,  the  ambiguity,  &c.,  cannot  be  remedied  by  the  Court  changing  the 
ajateasions  of  the  verdict ;  as  in  that  case  the  Court  would  encroach  on  the  province  of 
^  jury.  The  only  redress  which  they  can  administer  is  ordering  a  new  trial ";  Adam 
^  Jvy  Trial,  p.  295,  quoted  and  adopted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor  (Chelmsford)  in  Mor- 
giD  r.Moiris,  1858,  8  Macqueen,  p.  387. 

^  16  D.,  481.    A  new  trial  was  granted  on  the  ground  of  inadequacy  of  the  damages 
imded,  but  nothing  is  said  in  the  report  about  the  conduct  of  the  jury. 

*  In  the  late  case  of  Dobbie  v,  Johnston  and  Russell,  1861, 23  D.,  1189,  where  the  jury 
ntozned  a  verdict  which  they  intended  as  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer,  but  which  was  held 
to  Ik  clearly  for  the  defender,  the  law  of  verdicts  was  carefully  considered.  In  answer 
to  aa  imofy  whether  the  pursuer  had  been  induced  to  purchase  bank  stock  by  false  and 
findnlent  representations  made  by  the  defenders,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  that  the 
peisner  was  induced  to  make  the  purchases  by  the  false  representations  of  the  defenders, 
ki  tbst  these  representations  were  not  fraudulent.  That  verdict,  the  presiding  judge 
isibnned  them,  was  necessarily,  in  his  opinion,  a  verdict  for  the  defenders,  but  the  fore- 
Ma  (^  the  jury  said  it  was  meant  as  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer.  The  verdict  was  re- 
eorded  as  returned.  It  contained  no  assessment  of  damages.  The  pursuer  moved  for 
a  oev  trial,  and  produced  affidavits  by  the  foreman  and  nine  of  the  jurymen,  who  de- 
daied  that  they  meant  the  verdict  to  be  for  the  pursuer ;  that  unless  they  had  thought 
It  «as  for  the  pursuer,  they  would  not  have  returned  it ;  that  they  had  agreed  on 
t^  amount  of  damages  which  they  were  prepared  to  have  found  due,  and  that  the  fore- 
BK&  would  have  stated  the  amount,  but  that  from  what  was  said  by  the  judge,  he  re- 
ceived the  impression  that  the  assessment  of  the  damage  was  the  province  of  the  Court. 
Tie  verdict  was  therefore  objected  to  as  proceeding  on  a  misapprehension  by  the  jury. 
It  VIS  also  objected  to  as  being  neither  a  complete  special  verdict,  because  it  con- 
tuned  no  assessment  of  the  damage,  nor  a  general  verdict,  because  it  contained  no 
|a«ial  finding  for  pursuer  or  defender.  The  Court  held  that,  with  regard  to  what 
psitted  in  open  Court,  the  statement  by  the  presiding  judge  was  conclusive,  and  that 
*S{]avitB  of  the  jurymen  could  not  have  been  received  in  contradiction  of  that  state- 
Btsi,  nor  regarded  if  inconsistent  with  it ;  but  they  considered  that  there  was  in  fact 
hb  iaeonsistency  between  the  judge's  statement  and  the  affidavit ;  that  the  verdict  was 
t  datiDct  and  exhaustive  answer  to  the  issue ;  that  it  was  a  general  verdict,  and 
^  it  was  no  objection  to  it,  as  such,  that  it  contained  no  general  finding  for  pursuer  or 
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§  49.  Notwithstanding  this  strictness,  clerical  errors  which 
have  been  committed  in  engrossing  the  verdict  in  civil  cases,  may 
be  corrected  on  application  to  the  Court  (k),  and  this  would  pro- 
bably be  allowed  in  criminal  cases  also  (T).  Baron  Hume  mentions 
a  few  instances  in  which  the  original  and  the  record  copy  of  the 
written  verdict  were  compared  in  consequence  of  it  being  alleged 

(Jk)  Kirk  t;.  Guthrie,  1817.  1  Mar.,  279— Dalziel  v.  D.  Qneensberry's  Ezra.,  1826,  4 
Mur.,  18— Macf.  Prac,  239— See  also  Ritchie  v.  FergUBon.  1849, 12  D.,  119. 

(I)  See  Henry  v.  Young,  1846,  Arkl.,  105,  where  the  word  "  her  "  had  been  written 
over  "  him  "  in  the  record  of  a  criminal  sentence  by  the  Sheriff,  and  the  Court  held  it 
not  to  be  fataly  on  the  presumption  that  the  sentence  had  been  read  over  to  the  prisoner 
in  its  altered  state. 


defender ;  that,  inasmuch  as  it  negatived  fraud,  it  was  necessarily  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fenders ;  that  an  assessment  of  damages  could  not  have  altered  the  nature  of  the  verdict, 
but  would  have  been  useless  and  absurd ;  and  that  no  regard  could  be  paid  to  the  state- 
ment of  the  jury  that  they  would  not  have  returned  the  verdict  unless  they  had  thought 
it  was  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer,  because  that  amounted  to  an  assertion  by  the  jury  that 
they  would,  from  favour  to  the  pursuer,  have  abstained  from  returning  a  verdict  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  facts. 

Lord  Wood,  holding  the  affidavits  immaterial,  found  it  unnecessary  to  determine  for 
what  purposes  they  were  admissible,  or  whether  they  were  admissible  at  all.  Lord 
Cowan  thought  that,  in  regard  to  what  passed  in  Court,  the  statement  of  the  presiding 
judge,  made  from  his  notes  at  the  trial,  could  alone  be  received ;  and  that  the  jurymen 
could  not  be  allowed,  either  directly  by  themselves,  or  through  their  foreman,  to  im- 
pugn what  passed  in  their  presence  and  in  open  Court,  in  reference  to  the  verdict  re- 
turned and  recorded  with  their  consent ;  but  that,  with  respect  to  occurrences  not  in 
presence  of  the  Court,  and  which  might  affect  the  regularity  of  the  procedure  and  con- 
duct of  the  jury,  the  affidavits  might  be  legitimately  considered ;  when  the  foreman  had 
committed  a  mistake  as  to  the  views  of  the  jury,  that  had  been  allowed  to  be  the  sub- 
ject of  inquiry  by  affidavit  tendered  immediately  on  discovery  of  the  error.  His  Lord- 
ship held,  however,  that  the  affidavits  of  jurymen  were  not  admissible  to  prove  the  mis- 
conduct of  the  jury,  or  other  wrongous  procedure,  whereby  the  verdict  had  been  impro- 
perly obtained  or  unjustly  returned ;  but  that  the  affidavits  of  all  other  persons  were  ad- 
missible for  that  purpose.  Lord  Benholme  would  have  hesitated  to  admit  the  competency 
of  the  affidavits  had  they  been  intended  to  impeach  the  verdict  returned  and  assented 
to  in  open  Court;  it  would  be  very  dangerous  "to  admit  of  such  ex  pott  facto  impeach- 
ment by  the  jury  of  their  own  solemn  and  public  declaration  on  oath  ;"  Dobbie  v.  John- 
ston and  Russell,  1861,  28  D.,  1139— Harvey  v.  Hewitt,  1840, 8  Bowling's  Practice  Cases, 
698 — Cogan  v.  Ebden,  1757,  1  Burrows,  888 — Stewart  v.  Fraser,  mpra — M*Whir  v. 
Maxwell,  supra. 

That  it  is  not  necessary,  that  in  a  general  verdict  there  should  be  a  general  finding 
for  either  pursuer  or  defender,  was  decided  in  Eyle  v.  M'Pherson,  1866, 18  D.,  1031. 

There  was  held  to  be  no  good  objection  to  the  competency  of  a  verdict  which  was 
returned  in  the  absence  of  the  pursuer's  counsel  and  agent,  who  came  into  Court  when 
the  derk  was  writing  it  out ;  Dobbie  t;.  Johnston  and  Russell,  aupra.  The  Court  refused 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  the  verdict  having  been  returned  and  de- 
livered to  the  derk  of  Court  in  absence  of  the  judge,  holding  that  the  parties  having- 
taken  no  exception  to  his  absence,  had  consented  to  dispense  with  his  presence ;  Brown- 
lie  V.  Tennant  &  Co.,  1855,  17  D.,  422. 
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that  they  were  dissimilar  (m).  But  it  (loes  not  appear  whether 
this  could  be  done  in  order  to  correct  the  record,  or  only  in  order 
to  overturn  it,  if  inaccurate.  The  same  learned  commentator  thinks 
it  a  difficult  question  whether  the. Court  could  entertain  the  allega- 
tion that  a  material  word  had  by  inadvertence  been  omitted  in  a 
written  verdict,  cgr.,  that  not  had  been  omitted  before  guiUy  (»).* 

§  50.  The  House  of  Lords  recently  took  a  much  wider  view 
than  had  previously  been  entertained  of  the  power  of  the  Court  of 
Session  over  verdicts  in  civil  trials  before  them.  This  occurred 
in  an  action  of  reduction  improbation  of  certain  transferences  of 
money  and  bills,  where  the  issues  were  alternatively,  "  whether  the 
defender,  taking  advantage  of  the  weakness  and  facility"  of  the 
ancestor  of  the  pursuer,  "  did  by  fraud  or  circumvention  or  intimi- 
dation procure  the  subscriptions,"  &c.,  to  the  documents  in  issue. 
The  jury  returned  a  verdict  "  for  the  pursuer ;"  which,  having  been 
entered  on  record  in  these  terms  by  the  clerk,  was  objected  to  as 
ambigaons,  because  it  did  not  show  which  of  the  alternatives  in 
issue  was  found  proved.  The  House  of  Lords,  on  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Troro,  held  that  this  was  a  mis-entry  by  the  clerk,  that  the 
record  should  have  borne  that  the  jury  found  that  the  particular 
''documents  were  obtained  from  the  deceased  by  such  and  such 
means," — but  that  the  entry  might  stiU  be  corrected  by  the  Court 
ftom  the  notes  of  the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial.  The  case 
W88  accordingly  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Session ;  and  the  entry  of 
the  verdict  was  amended  so  as  to  make  it  specific  on  the  several 
lacts  in  issue  (o).  This  proceeding,  borrowed  from  the  English 
fractice,  is  a  convenient  novelty  in  the  law  of  Scotland.' 

(a)  Blair,   1681,  2  Hume,  429— Gimmiigham,  1780,  ib.— Hog  v.  Souter,  1788, 
Hme,  ibw — See  also  liyingatoiie,  1749,  ib.,  and  Madanrin's  Cr.  Ca.,  No.  55,  S.  G. 
(a)  2  Htune,  480.        (o)  MariansM  v.  Cairns,  1852,  1  Macq.,  212,  and  15  D.,  268.« 


^  Perhape  the  competency  of  such  an  alteration  could  not  now  be  doubted,  after  the 
made  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Marianski  v.  Cairns,  1851  and  1854,  Mac- 
p.  212,  766— Morgan  v.  Morris,  1858,  8  Macqueen,  828. 
'  The  jndgment  of  the  Court  was  affirmed  on  appeal ;  Marianski  v.  Cairns,  1854,  1 
Maoqiieea.  The  rule  of  practice  appears,  however,  to  have  been  misunderstood  and 
■lafplied  hj  the  Court  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Morgan  v.  Morris.  The  distinction 
hetveen  vhat  was  then  held  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  Court,  and  what  in  the  case 
^TtMnanrnki  was  held  to  be  within  the  competency  of  the  Court,  seems  somewhat  narrow. 
b  Morgaii  r.  Morris,  the  issues  adjusted  in  a  multiplepoinding  regarding  the  estate  of  a 
were,  CI)  whether  the  pursuer  A.  M.  was  nearest  and  lawful  heir  of  the  de- 
;  (2)  whether  the  pursuer  J.  M.  was,  along  with  A.  M.,  next  of  kin  of  the  deceased. 
IW  jny  found  "  the  case  for  the  pursuers  is  not  proven."  The  Court  applied  the  verdict 
«ftc  BKytion  of  the  defenders,  and  repelled  the  claims  of  A.  M.  and  J.  M.    On  appeal, 
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§  51.  In  connection  with  this  subject,  it  may  be  mentioned 
that  decrees-arbitral  are  not  effectual  until  they  have  been  delivered 
as  finished  writs,  or  have  been  recorded.     If  the  arbiter  has  only 


the  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  verdict  was  uncertain,  becanse  it  did  not  show  whether 
the  pursuers  had  failed  in  proving  both  the  issues,  or  only  one  of  them ;  and  the  cause 
having  been  remitted,  the  Court  of  Session  endeavoured  to  follow  out  the  procedure 
sanctioned  in  the  case  of  Marianski,  by  amending  the  verdict.    They  considered  the 
notes  of  evidence  of  the  presiding  judge  and  his  notes  of  his  charge,  and  having  re- 
quested his  Lordship  to  state  in  what  manner  he  would  at  the  trial  have  directed  the 
verdict  to  be  entered,  if  any  motion  had  been  made  respecting  the  general  terms  in 
which  the  verdict  was  returned,  his  Lordship  stated  that  he  would  have  directed  the 
derk  to  enter  a  verdict  that  the  jury  "  find  the  case  for  the  pursuers  is  not  proven,  and 
therefore  that  upon  the  first  issue  they  find  that  it  is  not  proven  that  the  pursuer  A. 
M.  is  nearest  and  lawful  heir  of  "  the  deceased :  "  and  upon  the  second  issue,  that  they 
find  that  it  is  not  proven  that  the  pursuer  J.  M.  is,  along  with  said  A.  M.,  next  of  kin 
of  the"  deceased.    The  Court  thereupon  "  find  that  it  is  competent  for  the  Court,  after 
a  verdict  has  been  taken  down  in  terms  which  are  uncertain  or  ambiguous,  to  consider 
and  examine  the  notes  of  the  evidence,  and  the  summing  up  of  the  judge,  with  the  re- 
port of  his  opinion,  in  order  to  ascertain,  provided  they  have  dear  materials  for  doing 
so,  the  true  meaning  of  the  jury  according  to  the  actual  substance  of  the  questions  at 
issue  between  the  parties  on  the  evidence  adduced,  so  as  to  enter  the  verdict  in  the 
form  and  manner  adapted  to  the  truth  and  reality  of  the  case.     And  with  the  mate- 
rials afforded  to  the  Court  in  this  case  in  the  judge's  notes  of  the  evidence,  and  of  his 
summing  up,  and  his  opinion  in  the  case,  the  Lords  find,  in  concurrence  with  the 
view  taken  by  the  judge  at  the  trial,  that  substantially  one  point,  and  one  point  only,  of 
importance  was  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  and  on  which  the  answer  to  each  issue 
equally  depended ;  viz.,  whether  the  father  of  the  pursuer  "  was  a  brother  of  the  father 
of  the  deceased  ;  and  that  if  the  pursuers  failed  to  prove  that,  a  verdict  finding  such 
failure  '*  clearly  imported  in  the  intention  and  opinion  of  the  jury  that  a  negative  an- 
swer must  be  returned,  equally  on  each  of  the  issues ;"  and  their  Lordships  accordingly 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  in  the  terms  in  which  (as  above  quoted)  Lord  Justice 
Clerk  (Hope)  had  stated  that  he  would  at  the  trial  have  directed  them  to  be  entered. 
But  the  House  of  Lords,  on  appeal,  distinguished  the  case  from  that  of  Marianski,  which 
they  held  merely  to  authorise  the  correction  of  an  erroneous  entry  by  tJie  clerk  of  a 
good  and  sufficient  verdict ;  but  they  held  that  in  the  case  of  Morgan,  it  was  not  the 
entry  which  was  erroneous,  but  the  ver4ict  itself  which  was  bad  and  uncertain ;  where 
an  uncertain  verdict  was  once  received  and  recorded,  the  Court  had  no  power  to  amend 
it,  and  the  only  remedy  was  a  new  trial ;  an  erroneous  entry  of  a  verdict  rightly  re- 
turned might  always  be  corrected,  but  not  a  bad  verdict.    Lord  Cranworth  thought  the 
amended  verdict  as  bad  as  the  original  verdict,  because  it  merely  deduced  the  spedal 
findings  applicable  to  each  issue  from  the  general  verdict,  whereas  the  only  reason  why 
the  general  verdict  had  been  held  uncertain,  was  that  it  could  not,  by  logical  deduction, 
be  spedaJly  applied  to  each  issue;  Morgan  v.  Morris,  1866,  2  Macqueen,  842,  860; 
1866, 18  D.,  797 ;  1868,  8  Macqueen,  828.    Where  a  jury  returned  a  special  verdict, 
which  did  not  afford  sufficient  materials  for  a  judgment  in  favour  of  either  party,  the 
Court  directed  a  new  trial ;  Caledonian  and  Dumbartonshire  Railway  Co.,  1864, 17  J)., 
26.    But  where  a  jury  give  damages  for  matters  which  they  cannot  competently  in- 
clude in  their  verdict,  such  an  error  may,  it  is  thought,  be  corrected  without  a  new 
trial ;  per  Lord  Chancellor  in  Morgan  v.  Morris,  p.  884,  quoting  Dalziel  v.  Queensberry's 
Executors,  4  Mur.  18. 
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issued  a  copy  of  his  decree  without  parting  with  the  principal  (p), 
or  has  only  delivered  the  principal  to  the  clerk  of  the  submission  (r), 
it  is  held  to  be  an  intended  not  a  final  decree.  An  imperfect 
decree-arbitral,  even  in  a  verbal  submission,  cannot  be  completed 
by  proving  what  the  arbiter  intended  to  find  (s).  Nor  are  notes 
issued  by  him  intim&ting  the  terms  of  his  intended  judgment  equi- 
Talent  to  a  decree,  as  they  do  not  contain  a  final  decision  (t). 
Consequently  the  issuing  of  them  will  not  empower  the  arbiter  to  sign 
a  decree-arbitral  in  their  terms  after  the  submission  has  expired  (u). 
The  subject  of  the  preceding  paragraphs  is  resumed  in  treating 
of  the  effect  of  judicial  records,  and  the  admissibility  of  extrinsic 
evidence  to  contradict  or  explain  formal  writings. 


CHAPTER  III. — VARIANCE  BETWEEN  THE  ALLEGATION  AND 

THE  PROOF. 

§  52.  As  the  object  of  making  up  a  record  is  to  bring  out  the 
facts  in  dispute  between  the  parties,  and  thus  to  prevent  surprise 
on  either  side,  a  different  case  from  that  which  is  averred  cannot 
be  proved,  althougli  it  may  in  itself  be  a  good  ground  of  action  or 
defence.  On  the  other  hand,  slight  and  immaterial  differences  be- 
tween the  libel  or  the  issue  and  the  proof  will  be  disregarded,  be- 
cause they  cannot  prejudice  the  other  party,  and  ordinary  care  will 
not  prevent  them  from  occasionally  happening.  The  question, 
whether  the  variance  in  any  particular  case  is  substantial,  depends 
CO  the  nature  of  the  allegation,  and  the  object  for  which  it  is  made. 
It  is  therefore  impossible  to  lay  down  any  precise  rules  for  deter- 
mining such  questions.  The  application  of  the  general  principle, 
however,  will  be  seen  from  the  following  illustrations. 

A  case  laid  upon  a  verbal  agreement  between  the  pursuer  and 
defender  cannot  be  made  out  under  the  stipulations  of  a  written 
lease  from  a  third  party  to  the  defender  (x).  Under  a  summons 
laid  on  a  vitiated  bill,  decree  cannot  be  obtained  for  payment  of  a 
different  bill,  wliich  had  been  retired  by  the  one  libelled  on  (y),   A 

(p)  Gray  v.  M'Nair,  1881,  6  S.,  736 ;  afifd.,  5  W.  and  S.,  806.    See  this  noticed  in 
fte  chapter  on  the  Deliverj  of  Deeds.  (r)  Robertson  v.  Ramsay,  1788,  M.,  668, 

17J009 ;  HaUes,  912,  S.  €.,  compared  with  Simpson  o.  Strachan,  1786,  M.,  17,007 ;  Elch. 
Ailatration,  No.  2.  («)  CampbeU  v.  Mitchell,  1881,  9  S.,  876.  (0  Lang  v. 

BtwB,  1862,  16  D.,  8S.  (u)  Lang  v.  Brown,  gupra.  (z)  Still's  Tr.  v,  Chivas, 

l^,  8  S.,  9.  (y)  Murdoch  &  Co.  «.  Lee,  1801,  House  of  Lords,  2  De.  &  And., 

Ul. 
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party  claiming  delivery  of  a  bill  bearing  to  be  indorsed  by  him,  and 
which  he  alleged  he  had  delivered  to  the  defender  for  a  special  pur- 
pose, may  not  prove'  that  his  signature  was  forged,  there  being  no 
averment  in  the  summons  to  cover  such  a  case  (z).  An  action  laid 
upon  a  bill  indorsed  by  the  pursuers  to  the  defender  cannot  be  sub- 
stantiated by  a  bill  indorsed  by  the  defender  to  a  bank  and  there- 
after retired  by  the  pursuers  (a).  Proof  of  an  act  of  homologation 
will  not  be  suflBlcient  under  a  general  issue  of  usage  of  trade,  even 
where,  if  properly  averred,  it  would  have  been  conclusive  of  the 
case  (6).  An  action  laid  on  an  agreement  between  the  pursuer  and 
defender  to  keep  house  together  at  their  mutual  expense,  cannot 
be  substantiated  by  proving  a  claim  for  board  and  maintenance  (c). 
A  claim  for  payment  of  £1000  as  the  tocher  due  to  the  pursuer  on 
his  marriage  with  the  defender's  daughter,  cannot  be  made  out  by 
proving  the  defender's  promise  to  give  £1000  to  his  daughter  for 
herself  and  her  children  (rf).  So  in  an  action  for  repayment  of  a 
sum  as  having  been  advanced  to  the  defender,  the  pursuer  may  not 
prove  a  case  of  professional  negligence  in  the  defender  (who  was 
her  law  agent),  in  advancing  the  money  for  her  on  a  bad  security 
(e).  Under  an  issue  whether  a  certain  change  in  the  direction  of 
the  boundary  stream  between  two  properties  had  been  produced  by 
the  improper  operations  of  William  Kerr,  evidence  of  operations  by 
Gilbert  Kerr  was  excluded  (/).  On  the  same  principle  it  is  incom- 
petent in  an  action  for  defamation  to  prove  a  diflfcrent  slander  (g), 
or  one  uttered  in  a  different  language  (A),  from  the  slander  averrred. 
And  where  the  issue  embraces  a  specific  slander,  "  or  other  expres- 
sions to  that  effect,"  the  alternative  will  only  cover  slight  variations 
from  the  words  specified,  and  not  entirely  different  words,  although 
similar  in  meaning  {%).  It  was  also  recently  held  that  under  an 
issue  whether  the  defender  had  by  an  innuendo  charged  the  pursuer 
with  "  having  been  a  prisoner  at  the  bar  of  a  police  court  charged 
with  a  criminal  offence,  and  having  obtained  possession  of  pledges 
or  pledged  goods  by  improper  or  unlawful  means,  or  under  circum- 
stances inferring  criminal  conduct"  on  his  part,  it  would  not  be 
competent  to  state  the  innuendo  to  the  jury  as  being,  that  the  pur- 

(ar)  Ker  v.  Baird,  1827,  5  S.,  926.  (a)  Swing's  Tr.  t;.  Farqnharson,  1829,  7  S., 

464.  (6)  Sheriff  v.  Stein's  Assig.,  1828,  4  Mur.,  467.    But  the  homologation  is 

relevant  evidence  of  the  nsage;  ib.  464.  (e)  Cunningham  v,  M'Gachen,  1881,  9 

8.,  472.  (d)  Nicolson  v.  M'AIister,  1880,  8  S.,  488.  («)  Hunter  v.  Orr,  1837, 

16  S.,  201.  (/)  M.  Tweeddale  v.  Kerr,  1821,  2  Mur.,  672.  (g)  Ross  ». 

Monro,  1808,  Hume,  621.  (A)  Martin  v.  M'Lean,  1844,  6  D.,  981.  (i)  Martin 

V.  M'Lean,  ib.— Ross  v.  Monro,  ib. 
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suer  had  received  goods  knowing  them  to  be  stolen  (k).  Lord 
Chief  Commissioner  Adam  once  observed  that  "scoundrel"  and 
"  rascal ''  are  so  far  synonymous,  that  an  issue  laid  upon  the  one 
expression  might  be  proved  by  evidence  of  the  other  (Z).  An  im- 
portant illustration  of  the  consequences  of  a  variance  between  the 
issue  and  the  proof  occurred  in  a  recent  case,  where  a  party  raised 
an  action  of  damages  on  the  ground  that  the  defender  by  himself, 
or  others  authorised  by  him,  had  entered  the  pursuer's  premises, 
searched  them  on  a  charge  of  theft  or  reset,  and  carried  away  from 
them  a  quantity  of  lead,  on  the  false  pretence  that  it  had  been 
stolen  from  the  defender ;  and  on  the  farther  ground,  that  this  was 
done  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause ;  and  where  the  de- 
fender pleaded  that  he  had  without  malice  acted  under  a  regular 
warrant  obtained  from  a  magistrate  for  recovery  of  lead  which  had 
been  stolen  from  his  premises.  The  case  having  been  tried  on  an 
issue  whether  the  defender,  by  himself,  or  those  acting  under  his 
authority,  had  wrongfully  and  illegally  entered  the  pursuer's  pre- 
mises, and  carried  away  the  lead  on  the  false  and  calumnious  alle- 
gation that  it  had  been  stolen,  the  presiding  judge  directed  the  jury 
that  the  warrant  which  the  defender  had  obtained  was  legal  and 
valid,  but  that  the  pursuer  was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  if  the  jury 
were  satisfied  that  the  entry  and  seizure  had  been  made  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  defender,  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause. 
On  a  bill  of  exceptions,  however,  it  was  held  that  this  direction 
was  erroneous,  that  the  pursuer  could  not  under  his  record  and  is- 
sue prove  that  the  defender  had  acted  maliciously  and  without  pro- 
bable cause  in  applying  for  the  warrant,  and  that  the  jury  should 
have  been  directed  that  if  the  entry  and  seizure  were  made  by  con- 
stables acting  under  the  warrant,  the  defender  was  entitled  to  a 
verdict  (m).  The  ground  of  decision  was,  that  the  pursuer  by  his 
averments  and  issue  undertook  to  prove  that  the  defender  had  en- 
tered the  premises  and  made  the  seizure  wrongfully  and  illegally, 
without  a  legal  warrant;  whereas,  at  the  trial  he  attempted  to 
prove  that  the  defender  had  obtained  and  used  a  legal  warrant 
maUciously,  and  without  probable  cause.  Consequently,  although 
the  pursuer's  proof  would  have  entitled  him  to  a  verdict  under  an 
issue  of  malice  and  want  of  probable  cause,  it  was  not  a  proper  an- 
swer to  the  issue  on  which  the  cause  was  tried.  This  case  also  il- 
lustrates the  principle  that  when  malice  is  essential  to  the  pursuer 

{*)  Scouller  v.  Gun,  1852, 14  D.,  920.  (/)  Christian  v.  Kennedy,  1818, 1  Mur., 

i27,  per  Lord  Chief  Commissioner.  (m)  Graham  v.  M'Lanchlan,  1868,  15  D.,  889. 
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obtaining  a  verdict,  it  must  not  only  be  proved  at  the  trial,  but 
must  be  covered  by  the  issue.^ 

1  Where  the  pnisuer's  avermenta  disclofle  a  caee  of  privilege,  malice  must  be  averred 
and  put  in  issue.  But  where,  in  an  action  of  damages  for  slander,  the  pursuer's  aver- 
ments do  not  disclose  a  case  of  privilege,  and  where  therefore  he  does  not  take  an  issue  of 
malice,  and  where  the  evidence  discloses  that  the  defender  was  in  a  privileged  position,  it 
would  rather  appear  that  the  pursuer  can  maintain  his  case  by  proof  of  malice,  though  it  be 
neither  expressly  covered  by  his  issue  nor  averred  in  his  record.  The  principle  seems  to 
be  somewhat  of  this  kind : — A  pursuer,  in  an  action  for  defamation,  cannot  get  a  verdict 
unless  the  defamation  be  held  malicious,  either  by  presumption  of  law,  or  as  the  con- 
clusion from  evidence.  But  malice  is  always  presumed  where  no  privilege  is  dis- 
closed ;  disclosure  of  privilege  rebuts  the  presumption  of  malice  and  shifts  the  onns  ; 
but  where  the  privilege  is  disclosed,  not  on  the  pursuer's  averments,  but  during  the 
trial,  it  would  seem  that  the  pursuer  can  support  by  evidence  the  presumption  with 
which  he  started,  and  satisfy  the  ontu  probandi  which  the  disclosure  of  malice  has 
thrown  on  him ;  Fenton  v.  Currie,  1848,  6  D.,  707— Dunbar  v,  Stoddart,  1849,  11  D., 
687 — Graham  v.  M'Laughlan,  ut  mpra^  per  Lords  Justice-Clerk  Hope  and  Wood.  But 
see  Dallas  v.  Mann.  1868,  16  D.,  746,  in  which,  in  an  action  of  damages  for  the  defender 
having  vrrongfully  lodged  information  with  a  procurator  fiscal  that  the  pursuer  had 
been  guilty  of  theft,  it  was  held  that  an  averment  of  want  of  probable  cause  was  es- 
sential to  the  pursuer's  action,  and  the  Court  refused  to  allow  an  averment  to  that 
effect  to  be  added  on  revisal,  but  dismissed  the  action  as  irrelevant.  See  also  Cameron 
V.  Hamilton,  1866,  18  D.,  428,  and  Watson  v,  Burnet,  18C2,  24  D.,  494,  in  which  latter 
case  an  action  of  damages  for  defamation,  brought  by  a  servant  against  her  mistress, 
was  dismissed  as  irrelevant  for  want  of  an  averment  of  malice,  the  Court  refusing  to. al- 
low the  pursuer  to  add  the  averment. 

The  following  cases,  lately  decided,  afford  additional  illustrations  of  the  principle 
that  only  the  case  averred  can  be  proved.     In  defence  to  an  action  of  damages  for  hav- 
ing wrongfully  given  the  pursuer  into  custody  of  a  policeman,  the  defender  set  forth  on 
record  that  the  pursuer  had  assaulted  him ;  but  at  the  trial  he  endeavoured  to  prove 
that  the  pursuer  had  assaulted  two  ladies  in  his,  the  defender's,  society.     It  was  held 
that  his  record  did  not  cover  that  defence;  Smith  v.  Green,  1864,  16  D.,  429.    Where 
an  heritable  subject  was  wrongly  described  in  a  summons  ^pd  condescendence  the  Court 
refused  to  allow  an  issue  in  regard  to  it,  "  as  described  in  the  schedule  appended," 
in  which  schedule  the  subject  was  described  correctly ;  Messer  v.  Simson,  1867,  19  D., 
664.    In  an  action  for  payment  for  work  done,  brought  on  the  ground  of  employment, 
the  Court  refused  an  issue,  whether  the  defender  "  approved  of  and  adopted  "  the  work  ; 
but  allowed  an  issue,  whether  the  work  was  executed  on  the  employment  of  the  defen- 
der; Neilson  v.  Bitchie,  1861,  28  D.,  1800.    So  in  an  action  by  the  representatives  of 
a  solicitor  for  a  business  account  prescribed,  the  defender  deponed  on  reference  that  he 
employed  the  agent  in  an  action,  but  on  condition  that  he  was  to  be  paid  for  his  ser- 
vices only  if  the  action  was  successful ;  the  Court  held  that  the  oath  was  negative,  be- 
cause the  contract  it  admitted  was  not  the  contract  libelled ;  Enox  v.  M'Caul,  1861,  24 
D.,  16.    In  the  case  of  Trodden  v.  Sweetman,  the  question  whether  a  case  somewhat  dif- 
ferent from  that  alleged  might  be  proved,  occurred  in  rather  unusual  circumstances.   The 
action  was  for  the  price  of  potatoes,  averred  by  the  pursuer  to  have  been  sold  at  £6, 6e.  per 
ton,  and  the  defender  admitted  the  purchase,  but  alleged  that  the  price  was  iA,  6s.  per  ton. 
The  pursuer  proposed  as  an  issue,  whether  he  had  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defender  40 
tons  of  potatoes,  and  whether  the  defended  was  owing  him  £206  (£6  having  been  paid  to 
account),  his  object  being,  that  if  he  failed  to  prove  a  sale  at  £6,  6s.,  he  might  still  get  a 
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§  53.  A  variance  between  the  reason  or  ground  of  action  libelled 
and  that  proved  may  be  fatal,  although  the  contract  and  facts  are 
correctly  set  forth.  Thus,  where  a  bill  or  assignation  is  challenged 
on  the  ground  of  non-onerosity,  effect  will  not  be  given  to  the  oath 
on  reference  of  the  holder  or  assignee  admitting  want  of  bona 
faks  (n).  And  in  an  action  of  reduction  by  a  tenant  of  his  lease, 
the  only  ground  of  action  being  that  the  defender  had  fraudulently 
misrepresented  the  extent  of  the  farm,  a  case  of  error  in  essenticdibus 
as  to  the  extent  will  be  ineffectual  (o).  So  where  a  party  raised  an 
action  for  repayment  of  a  certain  sum,  on  the  ground  of  the  de- 
fender's refusal  to  execute  venditions  of  shares  of  a  ship  in  terms 
of  a  contract  between  them,  and  where  the  defender  offered  to  exe- 
cute the  requisite  deeds,  the  pursuer  was  not  allowed  to  demand 
the  money  on  the  ground  of  the  contract  being  null  under  the  Re- 
gistry Acts  (p).  On  the  same  principle,  where  an  action  was  raised 
against  creditors  on  a  sequestrated  estate,  on  the  ground  that  cer- 
tain acts  inferring  their  liability  were  within  the  powers  of  the 
trustee,  it  was  held  incompetent  to  make  out  the  case,  in  respect  of 
acts  alleged  to  have  been  beyond  his  powers  (r).  But  in  a  case  of 
facility  and  impetration  it  was  held  that  the  issue,  whether  the 
grantor  of  certain  writings  and  securities  was  "  weak  and  facile  and 
easily  imposed  upon,"  would  cover  a  case  of  helplessness  and  de- 
pendence of  old  age,  with  its  incapacity  to  resist  violence  or  intimi- 

(«)  Brown  v.  Moncur,  1887, 16  S.,  1280— -Megget  v.  Brown,  1827,  6  S.,  348. 

(o)  Balmer  «  Hogarth,  1880,  8  S.,  716,  infra,  i  67.  See  also  Peacock  u.  Glen,  1821, 
1  a,  168.  (p)  Barr  t».  Bmce,  1846,  9  D.,  222.  (r)  Kirkland  v.  CadelJ, 

eOk  Joly  18S9,  F.O. 


vcnUct  for  the  market  price  of  the  potatoes,  or  at  least  for  their  price  at  the  rate  ad- 
aitted  by  the  defender.  But  the  Court  held  that  the  pursuer  was  hound  to  put  in  issue 
vfa^er  he  liad  sold  the  potatoes  at  £6,  6s«  per  ton,  and  whether  the  defender  wasi 
owing  £205.  On  trial  of  this  issue,  the  jury  found  for  the  defender,  and  added  to  their 
lerdict  a  finding  that  the  potatoes  were  sold  at  £4,  6s.  per  ton,  and  that  that  price  was 
iCated  in  the  pursuer's  letter  of  offer,  by  mistake,  for  £6,  6s.  The  Court,  however,  on 
tbe  motioii  of  the  pursuer,  in  absence  of  the  defender,  who  was  a  foreigner,  and  who 
Cukd  to  aist  a  mandatory  (his  former  mandatory  having  become  bankrupt),  decerned 
the  defender  for  £170,  being  the  price  of  the  potatoes  at  £4,  68.  But  it  was  re- 
on  the  bench,  that  the  pursuer's  motion  would  have  been  considered  as  raising 
&  Foy  diiBcult  and  important  question,  had  the  defender  appeared  to  resist  it ;  Trodden 
t.  Sweetiuan,  1862,  24  !>.,  600  and  1860.  It  would  rather  seem  that  in  this  case  the 
psisoer  got  in  judgment  what  he  was  not  allowed  to  put  in  issue. 

Where,  in  an  action  against  directors  of  a  bank,  the  pursuers  on  record  rested  their 
on  the  joint  delinquency  of  the  defenders,  they  were  held  not  entitled  to  an  issue 
against  any  one  of  the  defenders  an  individual  and  several  delict,  in  which  it 
not  said  that  any  of  the  other  defenders  were  partici|mnt ;  Western  Bank  of  Scot- 
iaad  r.  Bairds,  1862,  24  D.,  869. 
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dation,  and  that  such  incapacity  would  be  sufficient  without  prov- 
ing weak  or  defective  intellect  («). 

§  54.  An  error  in  the  character  in  which  the  pursuer  sues  will 
be  fatal,  if  it  goes  to  the  essence  of  the  case,  as  where  he  claimed 
the  balance  due  to  him  as  overseer  of  a  certain  building,  and  it  ap- 
peared from  the  evidence  that  he  had  been  contractor  (t).  The 
same  rule  applies  to  the  character  in  which  the  defender  is  sued  ; 
so  that  an  action  against  a  party  as  "  owner  or  part  owner"  of  a 
ship,  will  not  sustain  a  claim  for  the  same  sums  on  account  of  his 
administration  and  management  of  the  vessel  (u) ;  and  a  summons 
laid  on  the  passive  title  under  a  charge  to  enter  heir  will  not  cover 
a  liability  on  the  ground  of  gestio  pro  haerede  (x). 

§  55.  Although  it  may  be  highly  probable  that  the  contract  or 
slander  averred  is  the  same  as  that  proved,  yet  a  variance  between 
them  in  a  matter  of  essential  description  will  be  fatal ;  because  the 
other  party  having  come  prepared  to  meet  a  certain  defined  case, 
he  might  be  surprised  and  seriously  prejudiced,  if  a  case  materially 
diflferent  in  description  were  allowed  to  be  proved  against  him. 
Accordingly,  under  an  issue  whether  certain  false  play  at  cards 
took  place  in  a  certain  person's  house  in  Great  King  Street,  proof 
of  such  play  in  his  house  in  Melville  Street  was  excluded  (y).  In 
one  case  where  a  slander  was  averred  as  having  been  uttered  on 
the  Pier  of  Leith,  but  was  proved  not  to  have  been  uttered  on  the 
pier  commonly  known  by  that  name,  but  on  the  custom-house  pier 
or  slip,  the  pursuer's  counsel  gave  up  that  part  of  his  case.  But 
the  presiding  judjgo  observed  that,  if  it  had  been  insisted  in,  he 
would  have  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  in  common  accepta- 
tion the  general  term  "  Leith  Pier"  comprehended  the  pier  or  slip 
in  question  (2).  A  variance  on  this  head,  however,  wiU  only  be 
fatal  where  the  loctis  is  essential  to  the  description  of  the  subject 
of  the  action,  as  where  from  the  nature  of  the  case  it  might  prevent 
the  defender  from  proving  an  alibi.  The  hcus  contractus  is  gener- 
ally immaterial,  unless  where  a  question  of  jurisdiction  is  involved. 

§  56.  Mis-description  in  the  date  may  be  fatal ;  as  where  the 
issue  was  whether  the  defender  lodged  a  slanderous  paper  in  process 
on  or  about  18th  November  1828,  but  the  paper  put  in  evidence 
was  dated  18th  February  1828  (a).     And  a  summons  of  consti- 

(«)  Cairns  i;.  Marianski,  1860, 12  D.,  1286.  (0  Holcombe  v,  Stewart,  1842, 

4  D.,  1816.    See  also  Pollock  v.  Mather,  1828,  7  S.,  676— Shand  Pr.,  217. 

(u)  Dempster  &  Co.  r.  Dryburgh,  1837,  16  S.,  109.  (z)  Ferguson  v.  M*Ga- 

Chan,  1829,  7  S.,  680.  (y)  Paterson  v,  Sliaw,  1830,  6  Mur.,  281.  (2)  Forbes 

V.  Kirk,  1842,  4  D.,  1177.  (a)  CuUen  v.  Ewing,  1882,  10  S.,  497,  7^8. 
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tation  on  a  bill  described  as  of  the  9th  of  the  month,  was  held  not 
to  cover  decree  for  payment  of  a  bill  dated  the  19th  (6).  In  such 
cases  the  date  is  essential  to  the  identification  of  the  subject  of  the 
action,  since,  if  errors  in  it  were  overlooked,  the  other  party  might 
be  materially  prejudiced  in  his  defence,  and  would  not  have  the  full 
benefit  of  the  decree  as  res  jvdicata.  When  such  consequences 
would  not  ensue,  errors  on  this  head  will  be  overlooked,  as  where  a 
summons  for  the  aliment  of  a  bastard  child  stated  the  birth  to  have 
been  on  3d  February,  but  the  pursuer  in  her  oath  in  supplement 
deponed  that  it  happened  on  3d  January  (c).  So  in  an  action  for 
repayment  of  money  as  having  been  advanced  on  a  certain  day, 
where  the  pursuer  succeeded  on  a  proof,  and  the  defender  there- 
upon referred  the  case  to  his  oath,  the  pursuer  got  decree,  although 
he  deponed  that  the  sum  had  been  advanced  not  on  the  day  libelled, 
but  at  different  times  and  in  several  sums  {d).  Here,  however,  the 
poisuer  was  in  the  favourable  position  of  having  already  proved  his 
case  as  laid ;  and  he  was  therefore  entitled  to  decree,  unless  his 
deposition  shewed  that  he  was  in  the  wrong.^ 

Where  a  summons  was  laid  on  a  bill  as  drawn  by  the  pursuer, 
it  was  held  incompetent  to  proceed  with  the  action  as  for  a  bill  in 
which  his  name  had  been  written  by  another  person  for  him  by 
procuration,  and  which  he  had  afterwards  adopted  (e). 

§  57.  A  verdict  by  which  only  a  part  of  the  issue  or  libel  is 
found  proved,  is  good  as  to  that  part,  unless  the  omission  alters  the 
nature  of  the  case.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  verdict 
finds  more  than  the  issue  covers,  it  will  be  good  to  the  smaller  ex- 
tent, provided  the  variance  is  only  in  extent  or  degree,  not  in  kind. 
For  example,  where  a  summons  claimed  a  right  of  way  as  having 
been  acquired  by  the  inhabitants  of  certain  towns  and  places  in  the 
aeigbourhood,  a  verdict  finding  a  public  right  of  way  was  effec- 
tual {/)^     The  English  law  on  this  point  is  stated  by  Mr  Star- 

ijbl)  Baiday  v.  Alexander,  1846,  8  D.,  549.  There  was  also  a  mis-description  in  libel- 
liag  on  the  partial  payments  of  the  contents  of  the  bill.  See  also  Freebaim  v.  Dal- 
lymplfi,  1829,  7  8.,  476.  (c)  Hutchison  v.  Thomas,  1828,  6  S.,  1130. 

(<0  M*DonneU  v.  Ranken,  1880,  8  S.,  815.  («)  Muir  v.  Braidwood,  1881,  10 

Sl.  Sa-aackson  v.  Williamson,  1825,  4  S.,  292.  (/)  Rogers  v.  Harvie,  1829,  7 

8.,  287— M'Gfaie  t;.  M*Kirdy,  1850,  12  D.,  442.  But  see  £.  of  Morton  v,  Stewart,  1818, 
1  Dov,  91. 


s  In  an  lustion  for  slander  the  pursuer  was  allowed,  after  the  record  was  closed,  to 
an  erroneous  statement  of  the  date  of  the  alleged  slander ;  Bayne  v.  Macgregor, 
1862,  24  D.,  1126— n^a,  2  45,  note  8. 

*  The  pursuerB  of  a  summons  to  have  the  defenders  onlained  to  remove  obstructions 
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kie  (g)  and  Mr  Greenleaf  (h)  in  the  following  terms — ^There  is  a 
material  distinction  between  variance  which  arises  from  redundan- 
cy in  the  allegation  and  that  which  arises  from  redundancy  in  the 
proof.    In  the  fonner  case,  a  variance  between  the  allegations  and 
the  proof  will  be  fatal,  if  the  redundant  allegations  are  descriptive 
of  that  which  is  essential.     But  in  the  latter  case  redundancy  can- 
not vitiate  merely  because  more  is  proved  than  is  alleged,  unless 
the  matter  superfluously  proved  goes  to  contradict  some  essential 
part  of  the  allegation.    Thus  if  the  allegation  were  that,  in  consi- 
deration of  £100,  the  defendant  promised  to  go  to  Eome,  and  also 
to  deliver  a  certain  horse  to  the  plaintiff,  and  if  the  plaintiff  should 
fail  in  proving  the  latter  branch  of  the  promise,  the  variance  would 
be  fatal,  although  he  soxight  to  recover  for  the  breach  of  the  former 
only,  and  the  latter  allegation  was  unnecessary.     But  if  he  alleged 
only  the  former  part  of  the  promise,  proof  of  the  latter  along  with 
it  would  be  immaterial.      In  the  first  case,  he  has  described  an  un- 
dertaking which  he  has  not  proved;  but  in  the  latter  he  has  merely 
alleged  one  promise,  and  i)roved  that  and  also  another.    But  where 
the  subject  is  entire,  as,  for  example,  the  consideration  of  a  con- 
tract, a  variance  in  the  proof  shews  the  allegation  to  be  defective, 
and  is  therefore  material.     Thus,  if  it  were  alleged  that  the  defen- 
dant promised  to  pay  £100  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff's  going 
to  Rome  and  also  delivering  a  horse  to  the.  defendant,  an  omission 
to  prove  the  whole  consideration  alleged  would  be  fatal.    And  if 
the  consideration  had  been  alleged  to  consist  of  the  going  to  Rome 
only,  yet  if  the  agreement  to  deliver  the  horse  were  also  proved,  as 
forming  part  of  the  consideration,  it  would  be  equally  fatal,  the  en- 
tire thing  alleged  and  the  entire  thing  proved  not  being  identical. 

§  58.  Cases  of  variance  between  the  libel  and  verdict  are  dealt 
with  strictly  in  criminal  cases ;  and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that 
penal  consequences  ought  only  to  follow  on  a  verdict  which  finds 
the  prisoner  guilty  of  the  specific  crime  charged  against  him.  The 
prisoner  will  therefore  be  assoilzied,  if  he  is  found  guilty  not  of  the 
offence  libelled,  but  of  one  different,  although  analogous.  This  is 
the  case  where  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  reset  is  returned  in  a  charge 
of  theft,  and  whore  tlue  prisoner  accused  of  rape  is  found  guilty  of 


(ff)  1  Starkie,  460.  (A)  1  Greenl.,  89. 


from  a  road  of  which  the  pursuers  and  their  predecessors  had,  from  time  immemorial, 
"  free  use,  and  over  which  they  have  the  right  and  servitude  of  road,"  were  held  to  h&ve 
failed  in  the  proof  of  their  case,  although  they  established  a  public  right  of  way  along 
the  road ;  Thomson  v.  Murdoch,  1862,  24  D.,  975. 
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assault  with  intent  to  ravish  (t).  For  the  same  reason  the  prose- 
cutor in  a  charge  of  mobbing  and  rioting  may  not  prove  that  one 
of  the  prisoners  forced  a  person  to  take  an  unlawful  oath,  as  that  is 
not  one  of  the  ordinary  acts  of  a  mob  (J),  So  a  verdict  of  guilty 
of  robbery  will  not  meet  a  charge  of  theft,  and  vice  versa  (A).  And 
a  conviction  of  a  specific  crime  of  murder  or  wilful  fire-raising  is 
incompetent  in  a  charge  of  conspiracy  of  workmen  to  keep  up 
wages  by  means  of  these  crimes  (J). 

§  59.  But  a  verdict  which  finds  an  offence  only  lower  in  degree 
than  the  one  libelled,  without  being  specifically  different,  is  good 
for  the  smaller  crime.  On  this  ground  a  verdict  of  culpable  homi- 
cide may  be  competently  returned  under  an  indictment  for  murder, 
because  it  finds  homicide  without  the  malice  which  goes  to  consti- 
tnte  the  capital  crime  (m).  Mr  Alison  doubts  whether  a  verdict 
of  theft  would  not  be  good  in  a  charge  of  stouthrief,  which  is  mas- 
terful theft  (n).  But  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile  this  view  with  the 
principle  that  robbery  (which,  according  to  Baron  Hume  (o),  is  the 
modem  name  of  stouthrief)  is  specifically  different  from  theft  ( p). 
Where  there  is  a  main  charge  coupled  with  an  aggravation,  the  jury 
may  of  course  find  the  former  proved  and  negative  the  latter.  Mr 
Alison  (g),  however,  thinks  that  such  a  verdict  is  not  good  when 
the  a^ravated  offence  is  laid  specifically,  e.y.,  "  assault  with  intent 
to  raTish.**  This  question  is  not  likely  to  arise,  as  the  practice  is  to 
charge  the  main  offence  independently,  with  the  aggravation  added 
to  it  thus, — "  assault,  especially  when  committed  with  intent  to 
lavish*  In  some  cases  a  verdict  finding  only  part  of  the  charge 
proved  is  equivalent  to  one  of  acquittal;  as,  where  forgery  and 
littering  are  libelled,  but  the  verdict  only  finds  the  forgery,  which 
»  not  a  point  of  dittay  without  the  uttering  (r).  On  the  same 
ftdQciple,  a  party  charged  with  having  used  a  measure  not  autho- 
rised by  the  Weights  and  Measures  Act,  was  assoilzied  under  a 
Terdict  which  only  found  that  he  had  the  measure  in  his  posses- 
eon  (s). 

§  60.  A  verdict  finding  the  offence  as  having  been  committed 
u  a  different  time  or  place  from  those  libelled  is  bad;  because  these 
SB  ^eential  to  the  description  of  the  crime,  and  a  variance  in  them 

It)  Hmae,  449,  2  Al.,  646.  (J)  Cairns,  1887,  1  Sw.,  597. 

ii)  WaJlace,  1821,  Sh.  Or.,  80—1  Al.,  227.  (0  Hunters,  1838,  2  Sw.,  1. 

(«)  2  Hvme,  186—2  Al,  282,  645.    See  Horn,  1824,  Sh.  Cr.,  114.  (n)  1  Al..  228. 

«•)  1  Hume,  104.  (p)  Supra,  {k).  (q)  2  Al.,  288,  646. 

iT)  Eidvards,  1827,  Syme,  277,  and  Appx.,  47.  («)  Allan  r,  Baird,  1842,  2 
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may  have  deprived  the  panel  of  his  defence  of  an  alibi  (t).  This 
mle  was  applied  somewhat  strictly  to  the  case  of  an  assault  charged 
as  committed  in  a  house  occupied  by  Jane  EiddeU  or  TurnbuU,  but 
which  was  proved  to  have  been  occupied  not  by  her,  but  by  her  son 
Gteorge  Turnbull(tt).  In  another  case,  where  the  prisoner  was 
charged  with  having  stolen  a  thimble  from  a  lockfast  chest  of 
drawers,  it  was  held  a  fatal  variance  that  the  proof  shewed  it  was 
from  a  box  on  the  top  of  the  chest  (x).  But  a  slight  variance, 
which  could  not  have  prejudiced  the  prisoner  in  his  defence,  vnU 
not  be  fatal ;  as  where  a  rape  was  charged  as  having  been  commit- 
ted at  or  near  the  wall  wliich  "  forms  the  west  boundary"  of  a  cer- 
tain bleaching  green,  and  it  turned  out  that  the  wall  was  the  south 
boundary  (y).* 

§  61.  Slight  differences  between  the  description  and  the  proof 
of  the  subject  of  the  crime  have  been  held  fatal.  In  a  charge  of 
rape  on  Christian  Urquhart,  "  daughter  of,  and  then  and  now  or 
lat-ely  residing  with  Alexander  XJrquhart,  labourer  at  Knockie,  in 
the  parish  of  Turiff  and  county  of  Aberdeen,''  the  proof  established 
that,  at  the  time  libelled,  she  was  living  with  another  person ;  and 
the  panel  was  acquitted,  although  there  was  no  doubt  of  the  iden- 
tity («).   And  in  a  charge  of  murdering  a  child,  "daughter  of  Marion 

(0  2  Hume,  207.  On  this  account,  when  the  time  or  place  of  the  offence  cannot  be 
precisely  fixed,  the  prosecutor  is  allowed  to  add  to  his  usual  description  the  words  "  or 
at  some  other  time  (or  place;  to  the  prosecutor  unknown ;"  2  Hume,  215.  But  if  the  evi- 
dence shews  that  he  had  done  this  unwarrantably,  the  Court  will  probably  interfere  and 
stop  the  trial ;  see  GiUies,  1881,  Beirs  Notes,  197,  198— Walker,  1838,  ibid.,  199. 

(tt)  Cairns,  1837,  1  Sw.,  597.  (x)  Gardner,  1837,  1  Sw.,  548.    This  decision 

may  be  questioned.  (y)  Henderson,  1836,  1  Sw.,  816.    The  subject  of  this  boc^ 

tion  is  fully  treated  in  2  Hume,  207--2  Al.,  257— Bell's  Not<js,  207. 

(z)  Murray,  1826,  2  Hume,  197,  note— 2  Al.,  286. 


^  A  panel  was  charged  with  having  committed  an  offence  in  Oban,  in  the  pariah  of 
Oban  and  county  of  Argyle.  There  was  no  parish  of  Oban,  but  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk 
(Boyle)  allowed  the  prosecutor  to  amend  the  indictment  by  striking  out  the  words  "in  tfaje 
parish  of  Oban ;"  Lord  Advocate  v.  M'Intyre,  referred  to  in  Maxwell  v.  Black  and  Morri- 
son, 1860,  8  Irvine,  592,  in  which,  where  a  panel  was  convicted  in  the  Sheriff-court  on  & 
charge  of  an  offence,  said  to  have  been  committed  in  his  own  house  in  the  parish  of 
Auchtermuchty  in  Fife,  the  conviction  was  quaahed  in  the  High  Court  on  admission 
that  the  panel's  house  was  in  the  neighbouring  parish  of  CoUessie.  This  case  was  held 
to  be  distinguished  from  that  of  M'Intyre,  because  in  the  case  of  Maxwell  there  was  a 
false  averment  about  the  locus  of  thu  offence,  whereas  in  the  case  of  M'Intyre  it  was  not 
averred  that  the  offence  had  taken  place  in  any  existing  geographical  area  different 
from  the  tnie  locus.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  laid  it  down  as  a  general  rule 
that  if  in  an  indictment  the  parish  be  stated  incorrectly,  the  error  will  be  fatal  to  the 
indictment ;  Maxwell  v.  Black  and  Morrison. 
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Hepbnm,'*  it  was  proved  that  the  mother  (whose  name  was  Hep- 
bum),  had  been  baptised  "  Elspeth  Menny,"  after  her  mother,  whose 
last  name  "was  "  Menny,"  that  she  had  dropt  the  name  "  Elspeth," 
had  given  her  name  as  "  Menny  "  when  examined  before  the  She- 
riff, and    only  while  six  months  in  one  service  had  been  called 
*' Marion.*'     This  was  held  a  fatal  variance,  although  "  Money"  is 
the  common  Scotch  abbreviation  for  "  Marion,"  and  there  was  no 
doubt  that  constabat  de  persona  (a).    A  charge  of  assaulting  a  per- 
son named  M'Tiggan  was  not  allowed  to  be  proved  by  evidence  of 
an  assault  on  one  M'Figgan  (b),  although  otherwise  the  descriptions 
agreed.      But  if  the  injured  party  is  rightly  named,  an  error  in  his 
designation  will  be  overlooked,  if  it  does  not  affect  his  identifica- 
rioa ;  as  inhere  he  was  described  as  a  merchant,  and  it  appeared 
that  he  was  only  a  merchant's  clerk  (c),  and  where  he  was  described 
as  a  lamp-lighter  instead  of  a  bill-sticker  (d).     In  one  case,  where 
the  person  alleged  to  have  been  murdered  was  designed  as  the 
dau^ter  of  two  persons  correctly  named,  but  the  father  was  de- 
scribed as  a  wright  instead  of  a  tailor,  the  charge  was  abandoned  (e). 
It  appears,  however,  that  if  the  prosecut>or  had  pressed  the  case, 
the  Court  would  have  directed  the  jury  to  convict  (/).    According- 
ly in  a  charge  of  theft  of  a  black  and  white  plaid,  which  was  proved 
to   be    blue    and    white,  the   variance  was  held  immaterial  (g), 
A  similar  decision  was  pronounced  where,  in  a  charge  of  forgery 
«nd  uttering,  the  uttering  was  libelled  as  made  to  Galloway,  the 
^gent  at  Airdrie  for  the  National  Bank,  and  the  proof  showed  that 
the  document  had  been  given  to  Somerville,  and  by  him  to  Gallo- 
way, who  was  in  the  bank  at  the  time  (A).* 

Farther  illustrations  on  these  points  will  be  found  in  the  works 
of  Baron  Hume,  Mr  Burnett,  and  Mr  Alison.  It  must  be  observed, 
bswever,  that  the  last  named  author  states  the  law  too  strictly  as 


(a)  Ferguson,  1881,  Sh.  Cr.,  289.  (6)  Muir,  1821,  Sh.  Or.,  55. 

{€)  M'Avoy,  1887. 1  Sw..  456.  (d)  M'Gee,  1887, 1  Sw.,  426. 

(«)  Hannaj,  1806,  2  Hame,  197.  (/)  Per  Lord  Meadowbank  in  M'Gee,  wpra. 

if)  Henry  v.  Young,  1846,  ArU.,  106.  (h)  Pender,  1886,  1  Sw.,  25. 


*  A  prisoner  charged  with  the  murder  of  **  Alexander  Davidson,  sawyer  at  Dann- 
ie im  the  pariah  of  Edinkillie  and  shire  of  Elgin,"  was  held  entitled  to  a  verdict  of 
as(  goUty,  on  proof  that  the  murdered  person,  Alexander  Davidson,  sawyer,  resided  at 
Maficfa,  in  the  pariah  of  Arddach  and  sliire  of  Naime ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  M'Pherson, 
tt&i;  explained  by  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk  (Inglis)  in  Maxwell  ».  Black  and  Morrison, 
•W,  %  Irv-,  692.    The  notice  of  the  case  of  M'Pherson  in  Alison's  Practice,  p.  262,  is 
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to  variance  between  the  libel  and  the  proof,  both  in  regard  to  the 
corptta  delicti  (t)  and  locus  delicti  (k). 

§  62.  Where  there  is  clearly  a  variance  between  a  party's  line 
of  proof  and  his  record,  the  Court  will  interfere  during  the  trial ; 
but  if  it  is  doubtful,  the  case  will  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  un- 
der a  direction  as  to  the  variance  (i).  For  example,  where  an  as- 
sault by  firing  a  loaded  gun  was  laid  as  at  a  wood  called  Straiten 
Dean,  and  some  of  the  witnesses  called  the  place  Struckon  Dean, 
the  Court  held  that  if  the  act  were  proved  to  have  been  committed 
at  the  latter  place,  the  objection  would  have  been  fatal,  but  that 
the  evidence  was  contradictory,  and  that  it  lay  with  the  jury  to  de- 
cide the  matter  (w). 

§  63.  When  the  presiding  judge  is  doubtful  whether  there  is  a 
fatal  variance  between  the  evidence  and  the  issue,  especially  in  civil 
cases,  he  frequently  directs  the  jury  te  return  a  special  verdict, 
finding  the  facts  which  they  consider  te  have  been  proved :  and 
the  Court  have  thereupon  to  determine  whether  the  verdict  affirms 
or  negatives  the  issue.  It  is  also  competent  for  the  presiding 
judges  in  civil  cases  in  the  Court  of  Session  "  te  order  and  direct 
any  facts  not  falling  under  the  issues,  but  which  shall  appear  in 
evidence,  and  which  they  shall  deem  material  te  the  merits  of  the 
case  or  important  te  the  decision  of  the  law,  te  be  found  by  the 
jury,  and  te  be  indorsed  on  the  issue  or  issues,  or  on  a  paper  or 
parchment  te  be  attached  te  the  issue  and  issues,  and  certified  under 
the  hands  of  the  judge  who  tries  the  cause,  and  returned  with  the 
verdict  and  issues  to  the  Division  of  the  Court  of  Session  or  the 
Lord  Ordinary  by  whom  the  case  was  sent  to  the  jury "  {n).  But 
this  power  has  been  very  seldom  exercised  (o).^ 

§  64.  There  are  important  differences  between  the  Scoteh  and 
English  law  in  questions  of  variance.  In  criminal  cases  in  Eng- 
land, it  is  held  that  "  if  the  charge  be  of  a  felonious  assault  with  a 
staff,  and  the  proof  be  of  such  an  assault  with  a  stene ;  or  if  a 
wound  alleged  to  be  with  a  sword  be  proved  te  be  inflicted  with  an 
axe  ;  or  if  a  pistel  be  stated  te  have  been  loaded  with  a  bullet,  and 

it  turns  out  to  have  been  loaded  with  some  other  destructive  ma- 

.  —  — ' 

(t)  See  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  in  Henry  v.  Young,  mipra^  commenting  on  2  AL,  297. 

{k)  Per  Lord  Moncrieff  in  Paterson  v.  Ritchie,  1848|  J.  Shaw,  1,  commenting  on  2 
AL,  262.  (0  See  Forbes  v.  Kirk,  1842,  4  D.,  1177,  supra,  §  66.  (w)  Corbet, 

1828,  Syme,  889,  («)  69  Geo.  Ill,  c.  86,  J  9—11  Geo.  IV,  and  1  WiU.  IV, 

c.  69,  i  1.  (o)  Compare  Hunter  v.  Carson,  1822,  8  Mur.,  284,  with  M.  Tweeddale 

V.  Ker,  1821,  2  Mur.,  672,  and  Darling  v.  Grieve,  1822,  8  Mur.,  94.« 


6  Trodden  i-.  Sweetman,  1862,  24  D.,  1360,  gupra,  I  62,  note  1. 
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terial ;   or  if  the  death  averred  to  have  been  caused  by  one  kind  of 
poison  be  shewn  to  have  been  occasioned  by  another,  the  charge  is 
iabstantiallj  proved,  and  there  is  no  variance "  (p).     But  in  our 
practice,  if  the  indictment  so  far  mis-described  the  injury  as  in  most 
of  the  cases  referred  to,  without  adding  "  or  with  some  other  instru- 
ment,*' or  jjoison,  Ac,  "  to  the  prosecutor  unknown,"  there  can  be 
little  douht  that  the  Court  would  interfere.     In  civil  cases  in  Eng- 
land, almost  every  disagreement  between  the  allegation  and  the 
jffoof,  except  in  matters  clearly  unimportant,  used  formerly  to  be 
fital  (r).     But  in  consequence  of  the  delay  and  injustice  arising 
from  this  practice  two  statutes  were  passed,  under  which  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  Court  or  presiding  judge,  even  where  there  is  a  mate- 
rial variance,  to  cause  the  record  to  be  amended  on  certain  condi- 
tions as  to  costs  («).     Another  difference  between  the  practice  in 
the  two  countries  is,  that  in  England  precise  proof  may  in  many 
instances  be  rendered  unnecessary  by  the  form  of  allegation  shew- 
mg  that  the  party  did  not  mean  to  bind  himself  to  it.     In  such 
^ses  sums,  magnitudes  and  the  like  are  averred  under  a  scilicet  or 
viddicet, — c.gr.,  where  a  plaintiff  declared  that  the  defendant  is  in- 
debted to  him  in  a  certain  sum,  to-wit,  £26,  being  the  unpaid  ba- 
lance of  a  larger  sum  (t).  ^ 


CHAPTER  IV. — OP  THE  RULE  THAT  THE  SUBSTANCE  OF  THE  ISSUE 

OR  LIBEL  MUST  BE  PROVED. 

§  65.    The  substance  of  the  issue,  or  of  the  libel  where  there  is 

BO  issue,  must  be  proved ;  otherwise  the  verdict  will  be  held  as  for 

the  defender.      But  it  is  enough  that  the  issue  or  libel  be  proved 

nbetantially ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  immaterial  facts  which 

n  embraces  be  made  out.     An  ambiguous  verdict  is  equivalent  to 

coe  for  the  defender ;  because  it  lies  with  the  pursuer  to  prove  his 

case,  and  to  get  the  jury  to  find  that  he  has  done  so  (w).     Accord- 

Bi^j,  where  two  or  more  criminal  charges  are  laid  alternatively, 

aad  a  general  verdict  of  guilty  is  returned,  as  it  cannot  be  discover- 

ijf)  Taylor,  184— R.  v.  Oxford,  1840,  9  C.  and  P.,  626,  648— R.  t>.  Martin,  1882, 
«C.  ttd  P.,  128.  (r)  Taylor,  141.  («)  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  16—8  and  4 

^a  rv,  c  42,  8  28.  (t)  See  1  Starkie  Ev.,  464— Taylor,  661— Cooper  v.  Blick, 

1M2, 2  Ad.  and  EU.,  916,  per  Patteson,  J.  (ti)  Adam  Jn.  Tr.,  286—2  Hume, 
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ed  which  of  the  crimes  the  jury  meant  to  find  proved,  the  panel 
must  be  acquitted  (t?).^  But  in  civil  cases  the  Court  allow  a  new 
trial  where  an  ambiguous  verdict  is  returned  («?).*  The  CJourt  will 
not  listen  to  an  objection  of  this  nature,  which  is  based  on  a  cap- 
tious or  hypercritical  construction ;  but  will  sustain  the  verdict,  if 
its  meaning  is  clear  according  to  a  natural  and  common  sense  read- 
ing, although  it  should  not  be  framed  with  technical  precision  or 
strict  logical  accuracy  (x).*  On  this  account,  the  verdict  of  "  not 
proven  "  in  a  civil  case  i6  equivalent  to  a  finding  for  the  defender, 
although  properly  such  verdicts  are  confined  to  criminal  cases  (y).* 
It  was  mentioned  in  a  previous  paragraph,  that  an  ambiguous  ver- 
dict may  be  amended  from  the  notes  of  the  judge  who  tried  the 
case  (2);  but  this  principle  is  of  too  recent  introduction  to  have  yet 
been  expiscated  by  decisions.*  When  the  jury  have  found  a  ver- 
dict on  all  the  material  issues,  the  presiding  judge  may  discharge 
them  from  making  a  return  on  issues  which  he  considers  imma- 
terial (a). 

§  66.  What  is  the  substance  of  the  issue  depends  on  the  nature 
and  circumstances  of  the  individual  case.  The  following  decisions 
will  illustrate  the  views  of  the  Court  on  the  point.  If  a  party  libels 
unnecessarily  that  a  deed  is  onerous,  he  is  not  bound  to  prove  oner- 

(v)  Watt,  1824,  Sh.  Cr.,  128— M'Lachlan  v.  Baird,  1825,  2  Hume,  442— Sinclair, 
1825,  Sh.  Cr.,  188.  But  see  Beeves,  1848, 1  Broun,  612.  In  Brodle  v.  Johnston,  1845, 
2  Broun,  559,  where  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  stealing  *'  a  part  of  the  articles  "  was  return- 
ed in  a  charge  of  stealing  several  articles  enumerated,  the  Court  held  that  sentence 
might  pass  on  the  verdict.  But  in  Allan  v.  Baird,  1844,  2  Broun,  294,  a  conviction  and 
sentence  forfeiting  "  a  tin  measure,"  where  two  were  found  in  possession  of  the  panel, 
and  were  hoth  produced,  was  held  ineffectual.^  (to)  As  in  Inglis  v.  Boheitson, 

1841,  4  D.,  842,  902.a  (i)  Lawson  v.  North  British  Rail.  Co.,  1860. 12  D.,  1260.» 

(y)  Walker  v.  Ritchie,  1886,  14  S.,  1128— Morris  r.  Morgan,  Nov.  1868,  m  poh 
denU.^  (z)  §  50.  (a)  In  Clark  v.  Spence,  1825,  8  Mur.,  472,  481,  the 

Lord  Chief  Commissioner  ohserved  that  this  might  he  done  of  consent.  In  the  English 
case  of  King  v,  Johnson,  1889,  M*L.  and  Roh.  Ap.  Ca.,  1,  it  was  considered  by  the  House 
of  Lords  to  be  quite  clear  that  consent  of  parties  is  not  required. 


1  Jones  V.  M'Ewan  and  Mitchell,  1858, 1  Irv.,  884,  and  Kirkaldy,  1850,  1  Irv.,  SS8, 
note. 

2  Morgan  v.  Morris,  1858,  8  Macqueen,  828. 

9  Lcnaghan  v,  Monkland  and  Iron  Steel  Co.,  1857. 19  D.,  975. 

^  Not  proven  is  a  competent  verdict  for  the  defender  in  a  civil  cause ;  Morgan  v. 
Morris,  1855,  2  Macqueen,  842. 

*  The  law  appears  to  be,  that  if  the  verdict  be  rightly  returned  by  the  jury,  an  error 
in  writing  out  the  verdict  may  be  amended ;  but  if  a  jury  return  an  ambiguous  verdict 
and  if  that  verdict  be  received  by  the  judge,  the  only  remedy  is  a  new  trial ;  Morgan  t». 
Morris,  tU  8upra.    See  ante,  {  50,  note  6. 
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osity  (6).  In  a  qnestion  of  usage  of  trade  a  party  averring  invari- 
able custom  succeeded,  although  he  proved  a  custom  usual  but  not 
invariable  (c).  Under  an  issue  whether  a  transaction  was  entered 
into  without  value  or  consideration,  the  party  maintaining  the  con- 
tract will  succeed  if  he  proves  a  fair  onerous  consideration,  although 
it  may  not  be  full  and  adequate  value  (d).  The  case  of  Cairns  v. 
Marianski,  before  noticed  (e),  illustrates  the  application  of  the  rule 
to  an  issue  of  facility  and  impetration.  Where  damages  were 
daimed  under  an  issue  whether  the  pursuer's  lands  were  inundated 
in  consequence  of  the  insufficiency  or  improper  construction  of  a 
bridge,  a  verdict  finding  that  "  the  bridge  was  insufficient,  and  as- 
^esing  the  damages  at  £200  "  was  held  good,  although  it  was  ob- 
jected that  it  did  not  deduce  the  damage  from  the  insufficiency  as 
an  effect  from  a  cause  (/).  Under  an  issue  whether  the  defender 
had  induced  the  pursuer  to  purchase  bank  stock  from  him  by  false 
and  fraudulent  concealment  '^  as  to  the  credit  and  solvency  of  the 
bank,"  the  pursuer  is  not  bound  to  prove  that  the  bank  was  actually 
insolvent  at  the  date  of  the  purchase  (g).  In  such  a  case,  not  only 
must  it  be  shewn  that  the  false  statement  was  made,  but  there 
must  be  proof,  or  ground  for  presuming,  that  the  other  party  relied 
on  it  as  an.  inducement  to  the  contract  (h).  In  an  action  of 
damages  for  wrongous  imprisonment,  the  pursuer  must  prove  injury 
or  damage,  and  may  not  stand  merely  on  the  irregularity  (i).®  Not 
only  sexual  connection,  but  the  use  of  seductive  arts  on  the  part  of 
the  defender,  must  be  proved  in  an  action  of  damages  for  seduc- 
tkm  (i).     Where  the  knowledge  of  a  party  himself  is  in  issue,  the 

(&)  Hamilton  v.  M'Ghie,  1828,  7  S.,  140—866  next  note.  (c)  Burbidge  v. 

^^myck,  1832, 10  S.,  520.  In  such  cases  the  expense  occasioned  by  the  unnecessary 
sfsnueat  is  laid  on  the  party  who  made  it.  {d)  Hastie  &  Go.  v.  Warden  &  Son, 

iB48, 11  D.,  240— See  also  per  Lord  Gottenham  in  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1842,  1  BeU's 
kp.  Ca.,  796,  816,  affirming  11  S.,  327.  (e)  Cairns  v.  Marianski,  1850, 12  D., 

1^6;  Mnpra,  I  50.  (/)  Lawson  v.  North  British  Kail.  Co.,  1850, 12  D.,  1250. 

(f)  Keith  V.  Smart,  1832,  10  S.,  514.  (A)  M'LeUan  t;.  Gibson,  1843,  5  D., 

iaS2.    See  also  Bumes  v.  Pennell  and  Others,  1849,  6  BeU's  Ap.  Ga.,  541. 

(0  Beattie  v.  M'Lellan,  1846,  8  B.,  980— See  also  Glark  v,  Thomson,  1816,  1  Mur., 
137— OoUins  v.  Hamilton,  1837, 15  S.,  895.  {k)  Stewart  o.  Menzies,  1837,  15 

&.1198. 


'  The  law  here  stated  seems  open  to  qnestion.  Where  in  an  action  of  damages  for 
imprisonment,  the  pursuer  got  a  verdict  with  nominal  damages,  he  was  held 
to  expenses ;  Boss  v.  M'Vean,  1860,  22  D.,  1144.  "  It  is  a  wrong  to  any  one 
%  tte  the  diHgenoe  of  the  law  against  his  estate  without  legal  warrant,  be  the  oonse- 
^Heees  i£  that  illegal  act  what  they  may  ;"/?er  Lord  Justioe-Glerk  (Inglis)  in  Meikle 
t.  8^dden.  1862,  24  D.,  728. 
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knowledge  of  his  agent,  although  relevant  evidence,  is  not  full 
proof  (Z). 

§  67.  Fraud,  wrongful  intention,  malice,  and  the  like,  are  of 
the  substance  of  issues  which  embrace  them.^  Accordingly,  in  an 
action  by  a  tenant  against  his  laiidlord,  the  issue  whether  the  de- 
fender had  made  a  "false  and  fraudulent"  representation  to  the 
pursuer  as  to  the  extent  of  the  farm  was  held  to  be  negatived  by  a 
verdict  finding  that  he  liad  done  so  "  falsely  but  not  fraudulent- 
ly'' (m).*  The  defender  was  assoilzied  where  the  issue  was  whether 
a  certain  insurance  "  had  been  effected  on  a  fraudulent  over-valua- 
tion of  the  machinery  with  the  intention  of  destroying  the  same  by 
fire,"  and  the  jury  found  it  had  been  effected  on  a  fraudulent  over- 
valuation, but  not  with  that  intention  (»).  Here,  however,  the  in- 
surance company  were  obliged  to  take  an  issue  in  that  form,  because 
they  were  attempting  to  reduce  a  decree-arbitral  which  had  been 
pronounced  against  them.  If  the  action  had  been  at  the  instance 
of  the  insured  for  payment  of  the  loss,  the  issue  would  have  been 
entirely  different  (o).  Under  an  issue  whether  the  defender  had 
failed  to  advance  all  or  any  part  of  the  sum  of  £1000,  in  terms  of  a 
certain  agreement,  and  whether  he  wrongfully  retained  all  or  any 
part  of  certain  bills,  Ac,  to  the  loss  and  damage  of  the  pursuer,  a 
verdict  which  found  that  the  defender  had  failed  to  advance  part 
of  the  £1000,  but  which  was  silent  as  to  the  wrongful  retention, 
was  held  not  to  aflSrm  the  issue  ;  and  a  new  trial  was  ordered  {p). 
Where  one  who  had  acted  as  executor  for  a  certain  person,  was 

(Q  Balfour  v.  Lyle,  1882, 10  S.,  858, 11  S.,  906.  (m)  BtOmer  v.  Hogarth, 
1880,  8  S.,  715.  The  only  ground  of  action  was  fraud.  If  the  facta  found  by  the  ver- 
dict had  been  relevantly  averred,  they  would  have  sustained  a  decree.  Accordingly 
the  judgment  reserved  to  the  pursuer  to  bring  a  new  action.  (n)  Hercules  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hunter,  1837, 14  S.,  147  and  1187,  15  S.,  800.  (o)  Per  Lord  Moncrieff 
in  14  S.,  1140,  and  per  Lord  Meadowbank  in  15  S.,  802.  (p)  Inglis  v.  Boberi- 
Bon,  1841,  4  D.,  902. 


7  In  actions  of  damages  for  slander  in  legal  pleadings,  it  must  be  put  in  issue 
whether  the  alleged  libellous  statements  were  inserted  in  the  pleadings  maliciously. 
This  is  the  settled  general  rule  of  practice,  but  if  the  pursuer  can  shew  that  the  state- 
ments are  impertinent  to  the  question  raised  by  the  pleadings,  he  may  be  entitled  to  • 
verdict  without  proving  malice ;  Mackellar  v,  Duke  of  Sutherland,  1859,  21  D.,  226. 

s  In  answer  to  an  issue  whether  the  pursuer  had  been  induced  to  purchase  bank 
stock  by  the  false  and  fraudulent  representations  of  the  defenders,  the  jury  returned  a 
verdict  that  the  pursuer  had  been  induced  to  purchase  the  shares  by  the  false  represen- 
tations of  the  defenders,  but  that  these  representations  were  not  fraudulent.  The  ver- 
dict was  held  to  be  for  the  defenders,  although  the  jury  explained  that  they  meant  it  a« 
a  verdict  for  the  pursuer ;  Dobbie  v.  Johnston  and  Russell,  1861,  24  D.,  1189. 
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called  upon  by  the  executor  under  a  later  will  to  account  for  his 
intromissions,  and  the  issue  was  whether  the  defender,  knowing  or 
behaving  in  the  existence  of  the  later  deed,  "  wroDgfully  retained 
possession  of  the  deceased's  effects,"  and  the  jury  found  that  he  had 
acted  "  blameably  **  in  not  communicating  information  which  he 
had  received  regarding  the  existence  of  the  later  deed,  the  Court 
held  that  the  verdict  fell  short  of  the  issue  (r).  The  question  has 
been  raised,  whether  under  an  issue  of  fraud  it  is  necessary  to  prove 
moral  fraud  («).  It  has  been  decided  that  under  issues  of  facility, 
fraud,  and  lesion,  it  was  not  held  necessary  that  moral  fraud,  or 
specific  acts  of  contravention  should  be  established,  and  that  it  is 
enough  if,  looking  to  the  circumstances  of  the  grantor,  there  were 
used  persuasions  which  he  was  not  in  a  condition  to  resist  (t), 

§  68.     The  principle  thus  noticed,  however,  applies  only  where 
the  fraudulent  or  illegal  nature  of  the  act  is  left  to  the  jury.     If  it 
is  a  legal  inference  from  the  facts  averred,  the  verdict  will  stand : 
if  it  finds  these  facts  to  be  proved,  although  it  does  not  also  find 
the  consequent  fraud  or  crime.     For  example,  where  the  issue  was 
whether  the  defender  had  fraudulently  purchased  certain  heritable 
I»operty,  knowing  that  it  had  been  previously  sold  to  another  per- 
son, and  the  jury  returned  a  special  verdict  finding  the  facts  in 
issue,  but  without  the  word  fraudulently,  the  Court  held  it  to  be 
a  verdict  for  the  pursuer,  because  fraud  was  the  necessary  legal  in- 
ference from  these  facts,  which  constituted  the  crime  of  stellion- 
ite  (a).^®     On  the  same  principle,  in  ordinary  cases  of  defamation 
the  pursuer  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  with  damages,  if  he  proves  that 
the  slander  was  uttered  by  the  defender,  although  he  does  not  shew 
that  it  was  either  false  or  malicious,  because  these  are  presumed 
from  the  uttering  {v)}^    But  in  privileged  cases,  where  the  pre- 
aunption  on  these  points  is  in  favour  of  the  defender,  the  pursuer 
must  prove  the  falsehood  and  maUce  (cc),  even  where  malice  seems 

(r)  Cleland  v.  Weir,  1848,  10  D.,  924.  But  it  was  held  that  the  accounting  must 
fRxced  in  terma  of  the  verdict.  («)  Miller  v.  Geils,  1848,  10  D.,  715. 

(<)  Chinie  v.  Sterling,  1854,  17  D.,  15.  See  also  Smith  v.  Anderson,  1849,  9  D., 
T10.9  («)  Foggo  V,  Craise,  1840,  2  D.,  1379.10  (»)  Allardyce  v.  Robert- 

■D,  1630,  4  W.  S.,  118,  per  Lord  Wynford— Ewing  v.  Cnllen,  1838,  6  W.  S.,  578,  per 
MdL— Craig  r.  Marjoribanks,  1828,  8  Mur.,  36— Sh.  Dig.,  ii,  1200,  and  iii,  423." 

(z)  Harianskl  v.  Henderson,  1841,  8  D.,  1036— Adie  v,  Gowans,  1847,  9  D.,495— 
V'latosh  V.  Flowerdew,  1851, 13  D.,  726,    See  also  cases  in  preceding  note. 


'  In  a  reduction  on  the  grounds  of  facility,  fraud,  and  circumvention,  the  pursuer 
uliomkd  to  put  in  issue  only  fraud  or  circumvention ;  Mann  v.  Smith,  1861,  28  D.,  485« 
»  Morrison  v.  Somerville,  1860, 23  D.,  282. 
>i  Haekellar  r.  Dnke  of  Sutherland,  24  D.,  1124. 
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to  be  inferable  from  the  expressions  themselves  (y).^  The  same 
principle  is  illustrated  by  the  celebrated  case  of  the  King  against 
Woodfall ;  where  the  charge  was  printing  and  publishing  a  sedi- 
tious libel  signed  "  Junius,"  and  it  was  held  that  the  verdict  "  guilty 
of  printing  and  publishing  ordyl*  did  not  amount  to  a  conviction, 
because  some  of  the  jury  might  have  meant  not  to  find  the  whole 
sense  and  meaning  put  on  the  innuendoes  proved  («). 

§  69.  On  the  other  hand,  fraud  or  criminal  intent  is  not  essen- 
tial to  the  verdict,  unless  it  be  essential  to  the  cause.  And  in  some 
cases  a  verdict  negativing  a  criminal  intent  will  not  be  equivalent 
to  a  verdict  of  acquittal,  but  will  stand  as  a  conviction  of  a  minor 
charge.  Thus  in  a  reduction  of  a  bond  of  caution,  where  the  issue 
was  whether  the  pursuer  had  been  induced  to  subscribe  the  bond 
"  by  undue  concealment  on  the  part  of  the  defenders,"  the  Court  of 
Session  held  that  a  deliberate  and  intentional  withholding  of  facts 
must  be  proved ;  but  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  this  judgment, 
on  the  ground  that  the  question  involved  was  the  concealment,  and 
that  the  motive  or  intention  was  wholly  immaterial  (a).  A  ques- 
tion of  this  nature  recently  arose  in  an  important  criminal  cause, 
where  the  charge  was  sedition,  by  using  at  certain  meetings  lan- 
guage "  intended  and  calculated  to  excite  popular  disaffectioil,  com- 
motion, and  violence  and  resistance  to  lawful  authority,"  and  the 
prisoners  were  found  guilty  of  sedition,  in  so  far  as  they  used  lan- 
guage "  calculated  to  excite  popular  disaffection  and  resistance  to 
lawful  authority."  After  a  very  full  discussion,  this  was  held  a 
good  verdict  of  sedition,  to  which  crime  the  intention  libelled  was 
not  essential,  although,  if  it  had  also  been  found,  it  would  have 

(y)  M'Noil,  1776,  5  Sup.,  678— AUardyce  v,  Robertson,  mpra,  (z)  R.  v.  Wood- 

fall,  1770,  5  Burr.,  2661.  So  in  an  action  in  England  for  words  {"purpeuvUet")  where 
the  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  jury  found  "  quod  loeutus  ett  verba"  it  was 
held  that  this  verdict  was  imperfect,  and  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  judgment ;  I 
Siderfin,  234— Adam  Ju.  Tr.,  282.     See  also  Kennedy  v,  Allen,  1848,  10  D.,  1298. 

(a)  Railton  v,  Mathews,  1844,  6  D.,  686,  reversed  8  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  66.  See  also 
Forbes  v,  Edinburgh  Assur.  Co.,  1882, 10  S.,  461.  With  these  cases  compare  Balmer 
V.  Hogart,  supra^  §  67  (m). 


12  Proof  of  the  general  disposition  of  mind  of  a  defender,  at  the  time  of  the  defama- 
tion, or  other  act  on  which  an  action  of  damages  may  be  founded,  may  be  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  onus  on  the  pursuer  to  prove  malice ;  M'Donald  v.  Forg^uson,  1868,  15  D., 
546.  So  in  an  action  of  damages  for  the  defender  having  called  the  pursuer  a  thief, 
where  the  defence  was  that  the  defender  was  acting  in  an  official  capacity  and  was  mak- 
ing inquiry  about  stolen  money,  the  pursuer  had  to  take  an  issue  of  malice,  but  it  was 
observed  that  proof  that  the  defender,  in  calling  the  pursuer  a  thief,  went  beyond  his  offi- 
cial duties,  might  be  proof  of  malice ;  Blackett  v.  Sang,  1864,  16  D.,  989,  and  26  J.,  455. 
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aggrayated  the  offence  (6).  The  same  principle  is  illustrated  in 
trials  for  murder,  in  which  the  jury  may  negative  the  murderous 
intent  and  return  an  effectual  verdict  of  culpable  homicide  (c). 

§  70.  Ui)on  the  same  principle,  when  a  party  is  responsible  for 
the  actings  of  another,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  jury  to  find  that 
he  took  part  in  them.  Thus,  under  an  issue  whether  the  defender 
"  wrongously,  illegally,  and  oppressively  imprisoned  the  pursuer  in 
a  certain  safe  or  cell,"  Ac,  it  was  proved  that  the  pursuer  had  been 
ill-treated  by  certain  soldiers  to  whose  custody  the  defender  had 
committed  Mm ;  whereupon  the  jury  found  for  the  pursuer,  on  the 
ground  of  the  defender's  perfect  knowledge  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
finement, but  "  did  not  find  "  that  he  was  present  either  when  the 
pursuer  was  put  in  or  when  he  was  taken  out ;  and  they  assessed 
the  damages  accordingly.  This  was  held  a  good  verdict  for  the 
imrsaer,  on  the  ground  that  the  defender  was  responsible  for  the 
persons  who  did  the  wrong  (cQ. 

f  71-  Where  a  completed  act  is  in  issue,  a  verdict  which  only 
finds  that  it  was  intended  to  be  done  is  insufficient ;  as,  where  in  a 
chai^  of  murder  or  theft  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  intent  to  commit 
the  crime  is  returned.  Nor  is  a  verdict  finding  a  one-sided  inten- 
tion enough  when  mutual  intention  is  required  by  the  issue.  Thus 
in  a  question  of  prescriptive  right  to  harbour  dues,  where  the  issue 
was  whether  the  pursuers  under  a  certain  title  had  for  the  prescrip- 
tive period  levied  the  dues,  the  verdict  that  they  had  done  so  "  in  as- 
sertion of  their  right,"  was  held  to  be  for  the  defender,  as  the  issue 
meant,  whether  they  had  done  so  "  in  exercise,"  and  not  merely  "in 
assertion,''  of  their  right,  and  the  judge  had  directed  the  attention 
of  the  jury  to  the  distinction  (e). 

§  72.  In  many  cases,  especially  in  actions  of  damages,  the 
question  whether  the  substance  of  the  issue  is  proved  is  important 
only  in  determining  tlie  liability  for  expenses.  In  actions  for  de- 
fiunation  the  pursuer  is  almost  invariably  held  to  have  succeeded 
and  to  be  entitled  to  expenses,  if  he  has  got  a  verdict,  although 
only  nominal  damages  (e.^.,  one  shilling)  are  awarded;  because 
his  object  was  to  clear  his  character;  which  he  has  done  under 
such  a  verdict  (/).     But  the  Court  are  not  tied  up  absolutely  as  to 

(ft)  Qraait  and  Others,  1848,  J.  Shaw,  62.  The  presiding  judge  called  the  attention 
fif  Hid  jiiiy  to  the  distinction  they  had  drawn  by  leaving  out  the  words  "  and  intended ;" 
i^  aacertainfid  that  they  had  done  so  purposely.  (c)  Supra,  {  69. 

(iQ  Bo68  V.  M'Bean,  1845,  8  D.,  260.  (e)  Mag.  of  Campbelton  v,  Galbreath, 

1844,  7  D.,  220,  255.  (/)  Gardner  v.  M'Kenzie,  1846,  8  D.,  869— Lady  Hamil- 

tia  V.  StereDflon,  1822,  8  Mur.,  86— Lane  v.  Matheson,  1841,  8  P.,  484— Young  v.  Gleg- 

e2 
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this  rule,  so  as  to  be  deprived  of  all  discretion  in  the  matter  (y). 
Accordingly,  in  one  case  of  defamation,  where  the  defender  justified 
on  the  Veritas  convicii,  and  the  jury  gave  only  nominal  damages, 
the  Court  refused  expenses  to  the  pursuer,  apparently  on  the  ground 
j  that  the  jury  meant  to  attach  a  stigma  to  her  character  (A).     But 

this  decision  is  not  of  much  weight,  as  the  Inner  House  were  di- 
vided two  to  one,  and  the  Lord  Ordinary  agreed  with  the  minor- 

I  ity." 

I  §  73.     In  an  action  by  an  engineer  for  payment  of  his  account, 

where  the  defender  took  a  counter  issue  of  want  of  skill,  and  the 
jury  found  for  the  pursuer,  but  assessed  the  amount  at  one-fourth 

I  of  what  he  claimed,  the  Court  found  the  pursuer  entitled  to  modi- 

fied expenses ;  and,  in  consideration  of  the  injurious  nature  of  the 
defence,  refused  to  make  the  modification  proportional  to  the  three- 
fourths  of  the  sum  claimed,  being  the  portion  which  the  jury  had 
disallowed  (t).  On  the  other  hand,  in  actions  for  reparation  of  pa- 
trimonial loss,  where  the  pursuer  gets  only  nominal  damages,  he  is 
held  to  have  failed,  and  not  to  be  entitled  to  expenses  (i).  This 
generally  holds  even  in  actions  of  damages  for  assault ;  which,  al- 
though involving  injury  to  the  feelings,  are  brought  for  recovery  of 
pecuniary  compensation,  and  not  in  order  to  clear  character  (I).  In 
one  case  of  invasion  of  personal  liberty,  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer 
with  only  nominal  damages  carried  expenses  in  his  favour  (m)  ; 
whereas  in  a  similar  case,  a  verdict  finding  that  the  defender  (a 
criminal  officer)  was  chargeable  with  gross  dereliction  of  duty,  but 
not  giving  any  damages  against  him,  was  held  to  entitle  the  de- 
horn, 1832, 10  S.,  248— M*Intosh  v.  Flowerdew,  1861,  14  D.,  18S— Ra«  v.  M'Lay,  1852, 
16  D.,  80 — Shand,  1028.  {ff)  Rae  v,  M'Lay,  tupra.    It  was  here  observed  that, 

in  determining  whether  there  is  ground  for  refusing  expenses,  the  Court  will  be  mainly 
guided  by  the  opinion  of  the  judge  who  tried  the  case.  (A)  Mason  v.  Tait,  1861, 

18  D.,  1288.  (t)  Gunn  v.  M.  Breadalbane,  1849, 12  D.,  404. 

(*)  Paterson  t;.  Walker,  1849,  11  D.,  1086.  {t)  Strachan  r.  Monro,  1845,  7 

D.,  998— Muckarsie  v,  Dickson,  1848, 11  D.,  164— Ewing  w.  E.  Mar,  1862,  14  D.,  880. 

(m)  Cowan  v.  Campbell,  1888,  12  S.,  221.    This  was  a  case  of  wrongous  apprehen- 
sion and  imprisonment. 


13  In  Duncan  v.  Balbimie,  1860,  22  D.,  984,  where  the  jury  returned  a  Terdict  for 
the  pursuer  and  assessed  the  damages  at  One  Shilling,  no  expenses  were  given.  But 
in  Balfour  v.  WaUace,  1868, 16  D.,  110— Faulks  v.  Park,  1864, 17  D.,  247-Arrol  r.  King, 
18  D.,  98 — a  verdict  for  the  pursuer  with  nominal  damages  was  held  to  carry  expenses. 
In  Faulks  v.  Park  there  had  been  a  tender  of  a  sum  larger  than  that  found  due.  Thc^e 
were  all  actions  of  damages  for  defamation.  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  verdict  for  the 
pursuer  with  nominal  damages  carries  expenses ;  but  the  rule  is  not  absolute  or  inflex- 
ible ;  Arrol  r.  King,  supra — Duncan  v.  Balbimie,  supra. 
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fender  to  expenses  (»).  Expenses  would  probably  be  given  in  a 
case  of  assault,  where  the  nature  of  the  attack  and  the  status  of  the 
parties  shewed  that  the  defender  meant  it  as  an  insult  (o).^* 

In  actions  laid  upon  contract,  it  will  depend  on  the  circum- 
stances of  each  case  which  party  is  to  be  held  as  successful  and  en- 
titled to  expenses  (p). 

§  74.  The  general  verdict  of  guilty  in  criminal  cases  means 
guilty  of  all  the  charges  as  libelled  (r),  although  they  may  be  laid 
as  "the  crimes  libelled,  or  one  or  more  of  them ''(«).  Verdicts  of 
"  guilty  art  and  part,"  and  "  accessory  art  and  part,"  are  also  good 
verdicts  of  conviction  (t).  Baron  Hume  thinks  that  a  verdict  of 
guilty  not  of  the  crime  but  of  the  pains  of  law  is  insufficient,  as 
these  are  not  within  the  province  of  the  jury ;  but  that  a  verdict 
finding  special  facts  which  amount  to  the  crime  charged,  and  also 
finding  the  panel  liable  to  the  pains  of  law,  will  be  a  good  verdict, 
as  the  Conrt  may  disregard  the  addition  (u). 

(n)  Bobs  v.  M^Bean,  1846,  8  D.,  260.  The  pursuer  here  had  been  improperly  con- 
fined in  a  safe  or  cell.  (o)  See  opinions  of  Court  in  Strachan  v,  Monro,  and 
Misduxse  V.  Dickson,  mpra.  In  such  cases  merely  nominal  damages  might  shew  that 
Uid  jaxy  did  not  take  this  view  of  the  assault ;  see  Ewing  v.  E.  Mar,  supra. 

(p)  Cases  in  Sh.  Digest,  voce  "  Expenses,"  §  203,  et  seq.  (r)  2  Hume,  442^ 

t  AL,  644.  («)  M'Haffie,  1827,  Syme,  App.,  48—1827,  Syme,  296. 

(/)  2  Hnme,  441 — 2  Al,  644.  {u)  2  Hume,  448.    Baron  Hume  mentions 

iBstiaces  in  which  **  guilty  of  the  pains  of  law  "  has  been  sustained. 


^*  In  an  action  for  wrongous  imprisonment,  a  pursuer,  who  got  a  yerdict  but  with 
damages  only,  was  held  entitled  to  his  expenses  ;  Ross  v,  M'Vean,  1860,  22  D., 
1144.  Where,  in  an  action  of  damages  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  the  jury 
£oB&d  for  the  pursuer  and  assessed  the  damages  at  twenty  shillings,  the  pursuer  had 
expenses.  In  Macfarlane  v.  Lewis,  1868,  21  D.,  107,  an  action  of  damages  for  injury  to 
property,  where  the  jury  assessed  the  damages  at  flye  shillings,  the  Court  refused  to 
giTe  expenses.  See  on  the  practice  of  the  Court  as  to  expenses  when  a  pursuer  is 
fjaad  entitled  to  a  sum  much  less  than  he  demands ;  Edmond  v.  Main,  1864,  26  J., 
442— Paterson  v,  Wallace,  1866, 17  D.,  982— Braidwood  v.  Hunter,  1866, 18  D«,  674. 
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TITLE  IV. 


OF  THE  RULE  WHICH  REQUIRES  THE  BEST  EVIDENCE. 


CHAPTER  L — OF  THE  RULE  GENERALLY. 

§  75.  In  general  a  party  must  adduce  the  best  attainable  evi- 
dence of  the  facts  he  means  to  prove  (a).  This  rule  is  founded  on 
the  presumption,  that  one  who  tenders  the  less  trust-worthy  of  two 
kinds  of  proof  within  his  reach,  does  so  in  order  to  produce  an  im- 
pression which  the  better  proof  would  not  create ;  for,  if  they  would 
lead  to  the  same  result,  he  would  probably  not  select  the  less  con- 
vincing of  them.  The  rule  is  also  designed  for  preventing  trials 
from  being  burdened  with  unnecessary  investigations  into  the  au- 
thenticity of  secondary  proofs ;  by  which  the  time  of  the  judge  and 
jury  would  be  wasted,  and  their  attention  might  be  diverted  from 
the  real  points  in  issue.  The  rule  is  thus  directed  to  the  specific 
character,  not  to  the  strength  or  amount,  of  the  proof.  It  excludes 
evidence,  the  substitutional  nature  of  which  implies  that  more  ori- 
ginal evidence  can  be  obtained.^  But  it  does  not  require  each  fact 
to  be  proved  by  the  greatest  attainable  amount  of  evidence ;  for  all 
proof  beyond  what  will  satisfy  the  jury  is  superfluous  and  imneces- 
sary ;  and  it  must  be  left  to  the  party  to  determine  what  amount  of 
evidence  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose.  The  rule  is  chiefly  directed 
against  the  admission  of  hearsay  evidence,  and  of  copies  or  parole 
of  the  contents  of  documents ;  these  all  inferring  the  existence  of 
more  original  proof  of  the  facts  which  they  set  forth.     The  excep- 

(a)  Burnett,  698— Bell's  Pr.,  §  2258—2  Al.,  505—1  Starkie,  600—1  Phil.,  417—1 
Qreenl.,  108— Taylor,  280. 


1  Thus  letters  written  by  parties  who  may  be  examined  as  witnesses,  are  not  evidence 
at  all  of  the  facts  stated  in  them.  They  can  be  nsed  only  by  putting  them  in  the 
hands  of  the  writer  in  the  witness  box  to  refresh  his  memory.  The  Court,  for  this  rea- 
son, refused  to  grant  diligence  for  recovery  of  such  documents ;  Livingstone  v.  Din- 
woodie,  1860,  22  D.,  1888. 
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tion  by  which  these  secondary  proofs  are  admitted,  when  the  ori- 
ginal witness  has  died,  or  the  original  document  has  been  lost, 
tends  to  illustrate  the  general  rule ;  because  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  they  are  admitted  shew  that  the  party  did  not  select  in- 
ferior evidence  in  order  to  mislead  the  jury. 

§  76.  This  rule  does  not  make  it  imperative  on  a  party  to  bring 
forward  the  most  convincing  of  aU  his  attainable  means  of  proof; 
it  only  requires  him  to  adduce  evidence,  which  in  its  own  character 
is  primary  and  not  substitutionary.     For  example,  "in  a  case  of  a 
claim  for  debt,  the  creditor  may  have  the  benefit  of  written  corre- 
spondence and  the  entries  in  the  debtor's  books ;  and  he  may  have 
a  bill  or  bond.     Can  it  be  said  that  if,  for  some  reason  best  known 
to  himself,  he  puts  his  case  on  the  general  obhgation,  as  inferred 
from  the  correspondence  and  books  of  his  adversary,  and  proves  it, 
a  verdict  must  go  against  him  because  he  did  not  found  on  the  bill 
or  bond  ?    The  answer  is  obvious,  that  the  party  who  holds  these 
separate  modes  of  proving  his  case  by  evidence  aU  primary  and  ad- 
missible in  itself,  may  take  any  one  he  chooses,  and  cannot  be  im- 
peded in  that  course  by  the  co-temporaneous  evidence  of  another 
upen  to  him,  and  which  might  have  been  easier.     No  doubt,  if  the 
defender  says  that  the  agreement  or  obligation  was  embodied  in  a 
written  contract,  and  that  that  contract,  if  produced,  would  be 
found  to  afifect  the  issue,  that  is  quite  relevant.     But  on  that  sup- 
position the  written  contract  is  made  part  of  the  defender's  case. 
It  would  lie  on  him  to  produce  it,  and  not  on  the  pursuer  "(6). 

§  77.  Accordingly,  although  each  channel  of  investigation  must, 
80  far  as  possible,  be  traced  to  its  fountain-head ;  yet  where  there 
are  independent  sources  of  information,  evidence  proceeding  from 
aay  one  of  them  is  admissible,  provided  more  original  evidence 
from  the  same  source  cannot  be  obtained ;  and  the  competency  of 
the  evidence  tendered  is  not  affected  by  the  existence  of  better  evi- 
dence from  some  other  source  which  is  still  unexhausted  (c).  This 
{Hineiple  was  well  brought  out  in  a  recent  case,  as  to  whether  a 
bank,  which  had  advanced  money  to  four  joint-adventurers  on  their 
bill,  had  agreed  to  hold,  as  a  special  security,  shares  of  the  bank 
stock  standing  in  the  names  of  two  of  the  joint-adventurers.  The 
other  two  adventurers  having,  in  order  to  prove  the  agreement,  ad- 
duced both  parole  and  written  evidence,  including  a  letter  of  their 

(6)  Per  Lord  FuUerton  in  Thorn  v.  North  British  Bank,  1860,  13  D.,  148,  infra,  J 
n.  The  existence  of  the  more  direct  evidence  was  not  discovered  until  the  trial  had 
Hoeecded  some  length.  (c)  Greenl.,  110 — Taylor.  282. 
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own,  which  stated  that  they  inclosed  a  "letter  of  undertaking" 
from  the  bank ;  the  bank  called  on  the  presiding  judge  to  direct 
the  jury  that  the  letter  of  undertaking,  being  the  best  proof  of  the 
averment,  required  to  be  produced  or  accounted  for,  before  the 
secondary  proof  could  be  entertained.  His  Lordship  having  refused 
to  do  so,  the  Court  sustained  his  ruling,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  proved  that  the  letter  of  undertaking  embodied  the  agreement 
in  issue,  and  because,  although  it  did,  the  evidence  adduced  was 
competent  (d).  On  the  latter  point.  Lord  Fullerton  observed,  "  It  is 
a  manifest  abuse  of  terms  to  say  that  this  is  secondary  evidence.  It 
is  a  connected  series  of  primary  evidence  ;  because  each  element  of 
it  is  primary  evidence,  and  the  best  evidence  of  each  particular  fact 
or  circumstance  which  it  has  been  brought  to  establish.  The  whole 
proof  thus  composed  does  not  lose  its  primary  character,  merely  by 
its  being  shewn  that  the  agreement  might  have  been  more  easily 
proved  in  another  way." 

§  78.  Upon  the  same  principle,  in  an  action  for  reparation  of 
damages  sustained  by  the  pursuer  in  business  in  consequence  of 
certain  acts  of  the  defender,  the  pursuer  having  adduced  two  wit- 
nesses, who  had  not  any  particular  acquaintance  with  his  aflfairs, 
but  spoke  generally  to  his  business  having  fallen  off  after  the  acts 
complained  of,  their  evidence  was  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  al- 
though it  appeared  that  the  pursuer  had  a  book-keeper,  who  was 
not  examined.  But  the  inferior  and  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the 
evidence  so  adduced  was  one  of  the  considerations  which  induced 
the  Court  to  grant  a  new  trial  (e).  This  case  well  illustrates  the 
principle,  that  while  evidence  of  a  primary  character  will  not  be 
rendered  inadmissible,  its  credibility  may  be  materially  affected  by 
the  existence  of  better  evidence  from  another  source ;  and  that  the 
Court  will  grant  a  new  trial,  if  they  are  satisfied  that  the  jury  have 
erred  in  consequence  of  having  placed  too  much  reliance  on  the  in- 
ferior evidence  adduced  before  them.^ 

§  79.  On  this  principle  also,  circumstantial  proof  is  not  rendered 
inadmissible  by  there  being  an  eye-witness  to  the  fact,  who  has  not 

(d)  Thorn  V.  North  BritiBh  Bank,  1860, 13  P.,  184.  (e)  Snare  v.  E.  Fife's 

Trustees,  1862, 14  D.,  896. 


'  When  the  Court  thought  that  the  evidence  on  which  a  verdict  had  been  obtained 
was  unsatisfactory,  and  when  the  evidence  of  the  principal  witness  had  been  taken  on 
commission  abroad,  the  Court  granted  a  naw  trial,  chiefly  because  the  principal  witness 
had  returned  to  the  country  and  might  be  examined  before  the  jury ;  Stewart  v.  Mac- 
fnrlane,  1866,  18  D.,  786. 
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been  examined.  But  his  unexplained  absence  will  be  matter  for 
the  jury  to  consider  in  weighing  the  proof  adduced  (/).  Such  ab- 
sence, tiowever,  is  unimportant  where  the  party  has  a  legal  pre- 
somption  in  his  favour ;  because  one  so  situated  is  entitled  to  a  ver- 
dict in  the  absence  of  contrary  proof 

§  80.  In  criminal  trials  for  forgery,  the  party  whose  signature  is 
said  to  have  been  fabricated,  is  in  general  a  necessary  witness,  be- 
cause the  jury  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  most  convincing  proof 
of  the  charge,  and  the  absence  of  such  a  witness  could  seldom  be 
supplied  by  circumstantial  evidence  (g).^     But  it  is  not  certain 
whether  in  a  charge  of  forgery  of  the  subscription  of  a  banking 
company,  every  one  of  the  partners  who  use  the  firm  signature 
must  be  examined,  or  whether  the  fabrication  may  not  be  proved 
by  the  bank  officers  acquainted  vdih.  all  their  subscriptions.    On 
the  one  hand,  an  official  who  is  daily  accustomed  to  observe  and  to 
f^ss  the  signatures  of  the  several  partners,  is  familiar  with  them 
an ;  whereas,  in  general,  each  of  the  partners  can  only  speak  with 
confidence  as  to  his  own.     The  professional  accuracy  of  such  offi- 
cials, and  their  freedom  from  the  bias  of  interest,  also  make  their 
evidence  trust-worthy ;  while  the  great  inconvenience  which  would 
often  result  from  requiring  every  one  of  the  signing  partners  to  at- 
tend at  the  trial,  makes  that  course  inexpedient.     On  the  other 
hand,  the  characteristics  by  which  a  subscription  is  identified  may 
be  so  completely  destroyed  by  many  causes, — as  a  bad  pen,  a  shak- 
ing  hand,  an  uncomfortable  posture,  illness,  hurry,  and  the  like, — 
that  those  best  acquainted  with  the  person's  handwriting  would 
not  recognise  it.     From  such  causes  the  evidence  of  mere  opinion 
as  to  the  forgery  might  be  fallacious ;  and  if  it  were  relied  on,  a 
conviction  might  be  obtained  of  a  crime  which  was  not  committed 
by  any  one.     The  inconvenience  attending  a  full  proof  of  the  fact 
does  not  seem  to  be  a  sufficient  reason  for  risking  such  a  result. 
Mr  Alison  mentions  a  case  (h)  where  a  clerk  acquainted  with  the 
signatures  of  the  partners  of  Sir  W.  Forbes's  bank  was  admitted  to 
prove  a  forgery  of  the  signature  of  that  firm,  without  any  of  the 

(/)  Burnett,  661-2  Al.,  606.  (g)  1  AL,  411—2  Al.,  508.  (A)  Smith, 

1827, 1  AL,  411,    The  absence  of  a  report  of  the  circumstances  of  this  case  impairs  its 
^ne  as  a  precedent. 


'  In  a  trial  for  forgery,  where  the  persons  whose  names  were  said  to  be  forged,  were 
abnad  and  refased  to  attend  as  witnesses,  evidence  of  persons  who  knew  their  signatures, 
•ad  deponed  that  the  signatures  in  question  were  forgeries,  was  admitted,  and  the 
rt»«J  waa  conTictcd ;  I^nrd  Advocate  v.  Wilson,  1857,  2  Irv.,  627. 
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partners  having  been  called.  But  this  decision,  which  was  pro- 
nounced on  circuit,  cannot  be  held  to  fix  the  law  on  bo  important  a 
point.  Afterwards,  in  a  trial  for  forging  a  bank-note,  bearing  the 
names  of  Coventry  and  Buchan,  the  prosecutor  adduced  a  teller 
and  a  clerk  of  the  bank  who  deponed  that  Coventry  was  dead,  and 
Buchan  was  confined  by  illness ;  that  the  names  of  these  persons 
appeared  to  be  engraved,  and  were  positively  not  their  signatures, 
and  that  the  whole  impression  was  a  forgery.  Lord  Justice-Clerk 
Boyle  thereupon  delivered  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  Court  that 
the  evidence  of  forgery  was  suflScient  in  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  (t). 

More  recently,  Lord-President  Hope  held,  in  a  civil  trial,  that 
the  subscription  of  a  bank  oflScer  to  a  bank  account  must  be  proved 
by  the  officer  himself ;  and  that,  as  no  special  reason  was  given  for 
his  non-attendance,  his  signature  could  not  be  proved  by  another 
bank  officer  who  was  familiar  with  his  handwriting  (k). 

§  81.  From  those  cases  it  would  appear  that  there  is  no  general 
rule,  by  which  one  bank  officer  is  admissible  to  prove  the  subscrip- 
tion of  another,  or  of  one  of  the  partners ;  but  that  the  Court  may 
in  their  discretion  waive  the  strict  rule  in  special  cases,  e.g.,  where 
the  pretended  signature  appears  on  a  note  which  is  proved  to  be  an 
impression  from  a  forged  plate.  This  relaxation  ought  to  be  made 
with  greater  care  in  regard  to  subscriptions  occurring  incidentally 
in  the  course  of  business,  than  in  case  of  those  written  uniformly, 
like  the  subscriptions  to  bank-notes,  which  are  prepared  in  great 
numbers  at  the  same  time,  under  similar  circumstances,  and  with 
the  design  of  uniformity  (I).  It  is  held  in  England  that  the  signa- 
tures to  Bank  of  England  notes  may  be  proved  by  the  clerks  fami- 
liar with  them,  without  calling  the  actual  subscribers  (w);  and 
that  entries  in  a  banker's  books  which  are  open  to  all  the  banker's 
clerks,  and  daily  consulted  by  them,  may  be  proved  by  any  of  them, 
as  well  as  by  the  actual  writers  (n). 

§  82.  It  has  sometimes  been  considered  that  in  cases  of  impro- 
bation  of  attested  deeds  it  is  incompetent  to  lead  proof  compor- 
ratione  literartim,  without  first  adducing  the  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses (o).  This  question  is  considered  in  the  chapter  on  impro- 
bation  of  such  documents. 


(i)  Kennedy,  1829,  Bell's  Notes,  61.  (k)  Bryson  v.  Crauford,  1834,  12  S.,  987. 

(2)  See  2  Hume,  896 ;  note.  (m)  Bank  prosecutions,  Russ.  &  By.,  878—2 

Russ.  on  Crimes,  893.  (n)  Fumess  v.  Cope,  1828,  2  Moo.  &  Pa.,  197. 

(o)  Fraser  v.  Wilson,  1842,  4  T).,  1171,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope. 
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A  decision  already  cited  {p)  shews  that  the  handwriting  of  do- 
enments  written  by  persons  who  were  admissible  as  witnesses 
under  the  former  law  had  in  general  to  be  proved  by  them,  and 
could  not  be  proved  by  persons  familiar  with  their  handwriting. 
It  is  thought  that  the  recent  statutes  by  which  the  parties  to  the 
cause  have  been  rendered  admissible  do  not  make  it  incumbent  on 
a  party  to  examine  his  opponent  on  the  authenticity  of  the  oppo- 
nent's writing ;  because  the  adducer's  case  is  a  direct  contradiction 
of  the  evidence  which  such  a  witness  must  be  expected  to  give. 
There  is  no  reason  why  a  party  should  not  tender  himself  as  a  wit- 
ness on  the  authenticity  of  his  own  handwriting ;  yet,  as  the  other 
party  may  examine  him,  the  Court  would  probably  not  regard  the 
withholding  of  such  evidence  as  fatal  to  the  case^  but  would  leave 
it  as  matter  for  the  jury  to  consider  in  weighing  the  evidence.^ 


CHAPTER  II. — OF  HEARSAY  EVIDENCE. 

§  83.  Hearsay  evidence  is  testimony  delivered  by  one  who  de- 
pones, not  from  his  personal  knowledge  of  a  fact,  but  from  his  re- 
collection of  'what  another  told  him  regarding  it.  It  is  evidence  as 
to  which  the  jury  must  determine  on  the  trust-worthiness,  not  only 
of  the  witness  examined  before  them,  but  also  of  another  person, 
the  real  observer  of  the  fact,  whose  statement  they  get  only  at  se- 
condhand. Hearsay  is  thus  like  the  copy  of  a  document,  the  exa- 
mination of  which  involves  the  two  questions,  whether  it  is  a  cor- 
rect copy,  and  what  credit  is  due  to  the  original. 

§  84.  By  an  old  and  firmly  established  rule,  hearsay  evidence 
is  inadmissible  (q).     The  reason  is,  that  it  is  not  the  best  evidence, 

(p)  Supra,  {k).    See  also  Burnett,  eOI^Edmonstone  t;.  Webb,  1801,  8  Esp.,  264. 
{g)  Stair,  4,  48, 16—2  Hume,  406 — Burnett,  600^Tait,  480.   Hearsay  was  excluded 
in  Balfour's  time;  Balfour  Prac.,  881 :  And  the  Act  1690,  c.  16,  rescinded  Fletcher  of 


*  In  trial  of  an  issue  whether  the  defendant  had  been  prevented  by  the  war  with  Rus- 
aa  from  pfrocnring  a  cargo  at  Odessa,  it  appeared  that  the  master  communicated  with 
^»  defendant's  agent  at  Odessa  by  aid  of  an  interpreter.  Held  that  evidence  by  the 
master  of  what  the  interpreter  (interpreting  the  agent  at  Odessa)  said  to  him,  was  re- 
QCETabls  as  evidence  of  what  was  said  by  the  agent.  The  ratio  of  judgment  was  the 
great  ineonvenience  to  commerce,  should  it  be  made  necessary,  in  such  cases,  to  call  the 
iatiRpreten ;  Beid  v.  Hoskins,  1865,  6  E.  and  B.,  729. 
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and  is  not  delivered  on  oath  ;  for  the  oath  of  the  narrator  cannot 
attach  to  the  original  statement  that  safeguard  against  falsehood. 
Besides,  the  truthfulness,  and  powers  of  observation  and  recollec- 
tion, of  the  observer  of  the  fact  cannot  be  tested  by  cross-examina- 
tion ;  the  light  which  his  manner  would  throw  upon  his  testimony 
is  lost ;  while  the  fact  of  his  hearsay  statement  being  tendered,  in- 
stead of  his  deposition  in  open  Court,  creats  a  suspicion  that  the 
latter  would  not  be  so  favourable  to  the  party.^ 

§  85.  The  exclusion  of  hearsay  applies  to  questions  put  by  the 
Court  and  Jury,  as  well  as  from  the  bar  (r) ;  and  its  exclusion  is 
parsjudicis  ;  so  that  if  it  has  been  admitted  in  a  proof  on  commis- 
sion, it  should  be  deleted  before  the  proof  is  read  by  the  Court  («).* 

§  86.  In  applying  this  rule,  however,  it  is  necessary  to  dis- 
criminate between  those  statements  which  are  original  evidence, 
and  those  which  properly  fall  under  the  term  hearsay.  The  first 
rule  on  this  point  is,  that  wherever  the  fact  that  a  certain  state- 
ment was  made  is  relevant,  independently  of  the  question  whether 
it  is  true,  it  may  be  proved  as  original,  and  not  hearsay,  evidence  (^). 
This,  indeed,  is  often  the  only  question  in  issue,  as  in  cases  of  ver- 
bal slander,  verbal  contract,  perjury,  and  the  like.  So,  proof  that 
a  certain  notice  or  intimation  was  given  is  original  evidence  («). 
And  the  report  of  an  architect  may  be  read  in  order  to  shew  that 
it  was  made,  but  not  to  prove  the  facts  which  it  contains  (x). 
On  the  same  principle,  a  letter  written  to  a  party,  stating  that  an 
opinion  of  counsel  adverse  to  his  claim  had  been  received,  is  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  intimation,  but  not  the  terms  of  the  opinion  (y)  \ 
and  a  memorial  and  relative  opinion  were  admitted  in  order  to 


Saltoun^s  forfeiture,  on  the  ground,  among  others,  that  one  of  the  witnesses  had  deponed 
ex  auditu.  On  this  ground  also  a  report  made  by  order  of  the  Court  is  not  evidence  so 
far  as  it  was  made  on  information  furnished  by  others,  who  have  not  been  examined  a& 
witnesses ;  M.  Tweeddale  v.  Brown,  1821,  2  Mur.,  66&  See  also  Shells,  1846,  Arkl., 
171.  (r)  Spence  v,  Howden,  1719,  2  Mur.,  169.  (<)  Morton  v,  Hunteis, 

1830,  4  W.S.,  379,  388.2  {t)  Stair,  4,  43,  16— Burnett,  601— Taylor,  871. 

(tf)  Spink  V.  Johnston,  1880,  5  Mur.,  305— Kerrs  v.  Penman.  1830,  6  Mur.,  144— 
Whitehead  v.  Scott,  1830,  1  Moo.  and  Rob.,  2—1  Phil.,  185—1  Greenl.,  128,  9. 

(x)  Hatton  v.  Peddie,  1830,  6  Mur.,  156.  (y)  Wilson  v.  Glasgow  and  S. 

Western  Rail.  Co.,  1851, 14  D.,  1. 


'  The  extrajudical  statements  of  a  party  to  a  cause  may  be  proved  ;by  those  who 
heard  them,  although  the  party  himself  is  now  a  competent  witness;  Morrison  v. 
Soraerville,  1860,  28  D.,  232. 

3  Clerk  V.  Armstrong,  1862,  24  D.,  1816. 
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ahew  that  the  parties,  who  had  consulted  the  counsel,  did  not  act 
Ml  bofui  fiit  in  regard  to  a  transaction  to  which  the  opinion  re- 
fened  (2). 

§  87.  On  the  same  principle,  proof  of  character,  reputed  owner- 
ship, notoriety,  and  the  like,  although  comprehending  a  number  of 
hearsay  statements,  is  admissible;  because  the  question  is — ^whether 
the  report  or  repute  exists, — ^not,  whether  it  is  true  (a).^  Conse- 
quently, evidence  that  a  slander  was  currentlj'  reported,  although 
competent  in  mitigation  of  damages,  may  not  be  used  in  order  to 
prove  the  Veritas  convtcii  (b). 

S  88.  The  conversations  of  an  individual,  being  the  ordinary 
indications  of  the  state  of  his  mind,  his  sentiments  and  disposition, 
and  his  feelings  towards  any  one,  are  admissible  as  evidence  of 
rach  facts  (c).  They  are  not  hearsay ;  because  their  relevancy  does 
not  depend  on  the  truth  of  the  statements  which  they  contain,  but 
en  their  indicating  certain  beHefs  or  feelings  in  the  speaker.  Ac- 
cordingly, while  expressions  of  ill-will  uttered  by  a  witness  are  re- 
cced when  he  is  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  enmity  (d),  the  ob- 
jection that  he  was  tampered  with  cannot  be  proved  by  persons  nar- 
rating his  statements  that  he  had  received  a  bribe  or  a  promise  (e). 
On  the  same  principle,  in  a  question  in  England  as  to  whether  a 
picture  which  had  been  exhibited  was  meant  to  be  a  caricature 
of  certain  persons,  where  it  was  important  to  ascertain  what  im- 
pi^on  it  had  made  on  the  spectators,  proof  of  statements  which 
they  had  uttered  while  looking  at  it  was  received  (/).  On  this 
principle,  also,  in  questions  of  pedigree,  conversations  of  the  mem- 
ters  of  the  family  are  admitted,  in  order  to  shew  whether  the 
claimant  was  received  and  treated  as  a  relation  (gr) ;  and  counter 
evidence  of  the  same  kind  is  admitted  to  shew  he  was  treated  as 
the  child  of  a  stranger  (A), 

[t)  Eving  V.  Crichton,  1827,  4  Mur.,  183.  (a)  Stair,  4,  43,  16— Burnett,  601— 

Tiit,  432— Glasaford,  601—1  Phil,  188— Taylor,  871—1  Greenl.,  129.8 

(6)  Aitlten  r.  Reid,  1819,  2  Mur.,  148— Scott  v.  M'Gavin,  1821,  2  Mur,  485,  6— 
fiagan  r.  Watson,  1828, 4  Mur.,  490— Pateraon  r.  Shaw,  1830,  5  Mur.,  279— Maoculloch 
tlitt,  1851,  13  D.,  960.  (c)  1  Phil.,  189— Taylor,  872—1  Greenl.,  129.    See 

<iniis  r.  Marianskj,  1860, 12  D.,  1286,  affid.  1  Macq.,  212.  (d)  As  in  King  v. 

lag,  1841,  4  D.,  124— Rose  v,  Junor,  1846,  9  D.,  12.  (e)  Donaldson  v.  Stewart, 

1M2,4  D.,  1216.     See  Mackay  v.  M'Leoda,  1827,  4  Mur.,  281.  (/)  Du  Bost  i;. 

feafoid,  1810,  2  Camp.,  612.  (g)  Douglas  cause,  1769,  2  Pat.,  146— Town- 

«Bi  Peerage  case,  May  1843,  79  H.  Lord's  Journals,  201,  et  «^.— Taylor,' 414— 1  Phil., 
3M  Greenl.,  181.  (A)  Townsend  Peerage  case,  May  1843,  79  Journ.  H. 

^^1^  201,  et  teq. 


>  The  Queen  v.  Inhabitants  of  Bedfordshire,  1865,  4  £.  and  B.,  586. 
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§  89.  The  same  principle  is  applied  in  England  to  actions  of 
damages  for  adultery,  where  verbal  and  written  communications 
which  passed  between  the  husband  and  wife,  and  their  statements 
to  third  persons  regarding  each  other,  are  admissible  evidence  for 
both  parties,  in  order  to  shew  the  terms  on  which  the  spouses 
lived  (i).  Such  evidence  seems  also  to  be  competent  in  this  coun- 
try (k).  But  the  admissibility  is  limited  to  communications  and 
statements  before  the  alleged  criminality ;  because  after  that  time 
the  behaviour  of  the  spouses  towards  each  other  must  have  become 
altered,  and  the  proof  of  it  is  open  to  the  suspicion  of  collusion  or 
insincerity  (Z).* 

§  90.  On  this  principle,  also,  evidence  is  received  in  England 
of  the  statements  which  a  patient  made  to  his  medical  attendant, 
with  regard  to  his  symptoms  and  sufferings  (but  not  as  to  their 
cause) ;  the  reason  being  that  such  statements  are  the  natural  and 
ordinary  expression  of  co-existing  feelings,  and  are  in  a  great 
measure  the  data  upon  which  the  medical  treatment  proceeds  (m). 
This  principle  was  applied  somewhat  liberally  in  an  action  by  a 
husband  to  recover  payment  of  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of 
his  Y^fe.  After  the  surgeon  who  had  attended  her  had  given  evi- 
dence for  the  pursuer  as  to  the  lady's  health,  stating  that  his  opinion 
was  founded  chiefly  on  her  answers  to  his  questions,  the  defender 
was  allowed  to  prove  statements  which  she  had  made  to  other  in- 
dividuals on  the  same  subject.  The  Court  considered  that  this  evi- 
dence was  the  best  which  the  case  admitted  of,  and  had  to  be  re- 
sorted to  "  from  the  nature  of  the  thing."  But  "  in  strictness  such 
declarations  are  admissible,  not  so  much  as  evidence  of  the  confes- 

(0  1  Phil.  189, 196—2  Starkie,  864--1  Greenl.,  129.  Communications  between  the 
spouses  were  admitted  for  this  purpose  in  Trelauney  v.  Coleman,  1817,  2  Starkie,  R., 
191, 1  Bam.  and  Aid.,  90  S.  C— Willis  v.  Barnard,  1882,  8  Bing.,  876— Elsam  o.  Fan- 
cett,  1798,  2  Esp.,  662— Winter  v,  Wroot,  1884,  1  Moo.  and  Bob.,  404— Edwards  v. 
Crock,  1801, 4  Esp.,  89.  Their  conversations  with  other  persons  were  received  in  Jones 
v.  Thomson,  1884,  6  C.  and  P.,  416 — ^Willis  v.  Barnard,  n^Tfo.  {k)  See  Kirk  v. 

Guthrie,  1817, 1  Mnr.,  276.  (Z)  Kirk  v.  Guthrie,  tupra— Milton  v,  Webster, 

1886,  7  C.  and  P.,  198 — Edwards  v.  Crock,  tupra — Willis  v.  Barnard,  tupra—2  Starkie, 
864.  (m)  1  Phil.,  190— Taylor,  372—1  Greenl.,  129.    It  is  not  settled  whether 

such  proof  is  admissible  in  this  country ;  see  Hall  v.  Otto,  1818, 1  Mur.,  448,  4. 


^  In  a  deqilarator  of  marriage  foiinded  on  averments  of  cohabitation  and  habit  and 
repute,  held  competent  to  ask  witnesses  the  opinion  they  formed  at  the  time,  from  the 
conduct  and  conversation  of  the  pursuer  and  defender,  as  to  the  footing  on  which  they 
lived.  But  evidence,  offered  by  the  pursuer,  of  statements  made  by  her  not  in  presence 
of  the  defender,  was  rejected ;  Longworth  v.  Yelverton,  1862,  24  B.,  696. 
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lion  of  the  wife  against  her  husband,  as  of  the  actual  state  of  her 
health  in  her  own  opinion  at  the  time."  The  Court  were  also  a 
gpod  deal  influenced  by  the  evidence  being  cross  to  the  surgeon's 
deposition  (n).* 

f  91.  When  a  party's  express  or  implied  admissions  may  be 
proYed  against  him,  evidence  of  statements  made  by  others  in  his 
presence  is  admissible,  with  the  view  of  shewing  his  conduct  on  the 
occasion.  This  kind  of  proof  is  constantly  admitted  in  criminal 
piosecutions  (o) :  and  it  is  equally  competent,  although  less  fre- 
quent, in  civil  cases  (jp).  On  this  principle,  also,  where  the  sufTerer 
in  a  case  of  rape  had  died  before  the  trial,  the  prisoner  was  allowed 
in  contradiction  of  her  disposition  before  a  magistrate  to  prove  state- 
ments which  her  husband  had  made  in  her  presence ;  because,  if 
she  did  not  contradict  them,  they  were  like  her  own  statements  (r). 
So  where  statements  by  a  part/s  agent  are  admissible  against  him, 
those  made  by  other  persons  in  presence  of  the  agent  may  be 
proved,  with  the  view  of  indicating  his  conduct  on  the  occasion  («). 
In  these  cases  the  statements  may  be  proved  by  any  witness  who 
was  present,  as  well  as  by  the  person  who  made  them  (t).  It  is 
thought  that  in  treating  evidence  of  this  kind,  juries  often  regard 
the  hearsay  statement  itself,  instead  of  the  relative  conduct  of  the 
party  or  agent,  which  is  the  evidence  properly  before  them.  In 
Older  to  estimate  such  proof  aright,  they  would  require  much  more 
knowledge  of  the  individual's  disposition  than  can  usually  be  ob- 
tained (a). 

§  92.  Statements,  which  would  otherwise  be  excluded  as  hear- 
lay,  may  be  proved  when  they  form  part  of  the  res  geatoje  of  acts 
given  in  evidence  (a?).  The  reason  is,  that  words  which  accompany 
actions,  or  which  are  so  connected  with  them  as  to  arise  from  co- 
existing motives,  form  part  of  the  conduct  of  the  individual ;  which 
cannot  be  rightly  understood,  unless  his  words  as  well  as  his  acts 

(*)  ATeaou  v.  Lord  Kinnaird,  1805,  6  East.,  188,  per  Grose,  J.  (o)  Burnett, 

«B-2  Al,  618— BeU's  Notes,  288— Alexander,  1888,  2  Sw.,  110— Moran,  1886,  1  Sw., 
281.  {p)  Hall  V.  Otto,  1818, 1  Mnr.,  444— Forteith  t;.  E.  Fife,  1821,  2  Mur.,  478 

-Haj  V.  Boyd,  1822,  8  Mnr.,  IS— See  CampbeU  v,  Macfarlane,  1840,  2  B.,  668. 

(r)  Stephens,  1839,  2  Sw.,  850.  («)  Manuel  v.  Fraser,  1818,  1  Mur.,  889. 

{()  Forteith  v.  E.  Fife,  tupm,  and  caaes  in  Notes  (o)  and  (p),  (u)  On  the 

nbjeci  of  this  section  see  the  chapters  on  Admissions,  infrct,  (z)  2  Hume  406 

-Bnniett,  602—2  Al.,  617—1  Phil.,  201— Taylor,  875. 


*  In  an  action  of  damages  for  wrongous  confinement  in  a  lunatic  asylum,  the  private 
■Ottonnda  written  hy  the  pursuer  when  in  the  asylum  were  admitted  as  proof  of  his 
^^  of  mind;  Macintosh  v.  Fraser,  1869,  21  D.,  788. 
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are  proved.  In  general,  also,  the  actions  and  the  co-relative  words 
are  so  interwoven,  that  they  cannot  be  separated  without  destroy- 
ing the  connectedness  and  intelligibility  of  the  narrative  ;  whereas 
experience  teaches  us  that  such  a  dissociation  would  generally  im- 
pede the  discovery  of  truth  ;  for  coincident  words  and  actions  are 
far  more  frequently  in  unison  than  the  reverse  (y).  The  admissi- 
bility of  statements  on  this  ground  is  determined  by  the  judge  ac- 
cording to  their  connection  with  the  relative  facts,  and  in  the  exer- 
cise of  a  sound  discretion  ;  it  being  extremely  diflScult,  if  not 
impossible,  to  bring  this  class  of  cases  within  the  limits  of  a  more 
particular  description  («).  The  admissibility  usually  depends  on 
whether  the  declarations  were  co-temporaneous  with  the  facts,  and 
so  connected  with  them  as  to  illustrate  their  character  (a);  or  in 
legal  language,  whether  the  words  and  acts  occured  unico  contextu. 
Yet  it  is  not  necessary  that  they  be  co-temporaneous,  "  for  the  na- 
ture and  strength  of  the  connection  are  the  material  things  to  be 
looked  to  ;  and,  although  concurrence  of  time  cannot  but  be  always 
material  evidence  to  show  the  connection,  yet  it  is  by  no  means  es- 
sential "  (6).  On  the  other  hand,  a  statement  which  resolves  into 
a  narrative  of  a  past  occurrence  will  not  be  admitted  to  quaKfy  or 
explain  it  (c).  The  application  of  these  principles  will  be  seen  from 
the  following  cases. 

§  93.  In  trials  for  rioting,  proof  of  the  cries  of  the  mob  is  ad- 
mitted in  order  to  show  its  purpose  and  character  {d)\  and  expres- 
sions used  by  any  one  of  several  persons  engaged  in  an  unlawful 
undertaking  (provided  they  are  in  furtherance  of  the  common  de- 
sign), are  admissible  against  the  whole  in  explanation  of  their 

(y)  This  subject  is  well  illustrated  by  Mr  Greenleaf,  vol.  i,  page  108,  tt  seq.  Baron 
Hume  (vol.  ii,  p.  406,  note)  observes  upon  it — "  very  often  words  uttered  to  a  witness 
are  a  substantial  point  pf  the  res  gestae  told  by  such  witness ;  are  the  cause  and  motive 
why  the  witness  himself  has  proceeded  to  do  a  certain  thing ;  and  he  cannot  relate  truly 
and  intelligently  what  he  did,  without  mentioning  why  and  how  he  came  to  conduct 
himself  in  that  way.  Put  the  case  that  John  finds  James  lying  wounded  and  bleeding^ 
on  the  highway,  and  James  tells  John  that  he  has  been  fired  at  with  a  pistol  and  robbed , 
and  that  the  robber  is  dressed  so  and  so,  and  has  robbed  him  of  such  and  such  articles, 
and  has  gone  off  by  such  and  such  a  road.  Now  here,  if  John  in  consequence  pursues 
by  that  road  and  takes  a  man  dressed  as  has  been  told  him,  and  on  a  search  the  articles 
mentioned  and  a  pistol  bearing  marks  of  being  recently  fired  are  found  on  him,  certain- 
ly this  verbal  information  from  John  is  a  link  and  circumst-ance  of  the  fact,  is  an  act  in 
the  progress  of  the  business,  and  equally  admissible  as  the  rest  of  the  ^tory." 

(«)  1  Greenl.,  137.  (a)  Greenl.,  supra,  (6)  Per  Gh.-Just.  Denmaa 

in  Rough  v.  Great  Northern  Rail.  Co.,  1841,  4  Per.  and  Dav.,  691— Taylor,  879. 

(c)  1  Greenl.,  188— Taylor,  880.  (d)  2  Hume,  407,  note— Lord  G.  Gordon *a 

case,  21  How  St.  Tr.,  542. 


§93.  '  HEARSAY.  81 

acts  (c).  So  where  one  of  several  prisoners  obtained  a  certain  cer- 
tificate which  was  founded  on  as  suspicious  against  them,  proof  of 
the  statement  made  by  that  prisoner  on  applying  for  it,  was  received 
in  exculpation  (/).  Thus  also,  in  a  trial  for  murder,  the  prosecu- 
tor was  allowed  to  ask  a  witness  whether  a  boy  came  to  his  shop 
and  asked  for  poison,  but  not  whether  the  boy  said  he  came  from 
Deanside,  that  statement  being  held  (rather  strictly)  as  not  part  of 
his  act  on  the  occasion  (gr).  So  the  pursuer  in  a  question  of  nui- 
sance to  his  house  by  a  manufactory,  was  allowed  to  prove  that 
persons  had  looked  at  the  house  with  the  view  of  taking  it  on  lease, 
but  not  the  reason  they  had  assigned  for  not  taking  it  (h).  Where 
a  person  was  charged  with  having  committed  a  forgery  upon  his 
father,  who  declined  giving  evidence  for  the  crown,  the  prosecutor 
was  allowed  to  prove  that  the  father,  on  the  document  being  pre- 
sented to  him,  had  said  it  was  forged  (i).  But  this  decision  went 
partly  on  the  declinature,  in  consequence  of  which  the  father  was 
in  some  measure  viewed  as  if  he  had  been  dead.  So  in  an  action 
of  damages  for  assault,  where  one  of  two. boys  who  had  been  on  the 
8pot  at  the  time  was  dead,  and  the  other  was  not  known,  the  pur- 
suer was  allowed  to  ask  another  witness  whether  she  heard  them 
make  an  exclamation  at  the  time,  and  what  the  exclamation  was  {k). 
But  this  decision  probably  proceeded  on  the  special  circumstances 
of  the  case,  fully  more  than  on  the  exclamation  being  part  of  the 
ns  gestae.  Again,  in  a  charge  of  rape  aggravated  by  administering 
intoiricating  drugs,  the  prosecutor  was  allowed  to  ask  a  witness 
whether  the  person  who  mixed  the  liquor,  and  who  was  not  the 
prisoner,  had  stated  at  the  time  his  reason  for  doing  so  (t).  In  an 
English  case  (m),  which  has  been  considered  authoritative,  the 
statement  made  by  a  person  on  his  return  home  late  at  night,  to 
the  efiFect  that  he  had  been  evading  the  diligence  of  his  creditors, 
was  allowed  to  be  proved  in  a  question  whether  he  had  committed 
«n  act  of  bankruptcy.     This  decision  strongly  illustrates  the  prin- 

(«)  2  Hume,  407,  note— 1  Phil.,  199— Taylor,  881.  (/)  Hunter,  1888,  2 

Sv.,  12.  (^)  Elder  or  Smith,  1827,  Syme,  121.    With  this  case  compare  Graigie 

cHoggan,  1888, 16  S.,  584  (affirmed  on  merits,  Macl.  and  Bob.,  942),  where  in  an 
BetioQ  of  declarator  of  marriage,  the  defender  was  allowed  to  ask  a  witness  what  the 
j^isBo's  lather  had  stated  to  him  as  to  his  purpose  in  calling  for  the  pursuer  at  an  inn 
>6B3e  distance  from  home,  in  which  she  was  living  with  the  defender.  But  this  case 
*iB  decided  on  its  special  circumstances.  (A)  Hart  v.  Taylor,  1827,  4  Mur.,  811. 

(0  Harvey,  1836,  Bell's  Notes,  292.  (*)  Ewing  r.  Earl  of  Mar,  1861, 14  D., 

H  per  Lord  President  Boyle.  (I)  M'MiUan,  1838,  BeU's  Notes,  290. 

{«)  Batoman  r.  Bailey,  1794,  6  Dur.  and  East.,  612,  noticed  per  Lord  Benman  in 
Boigh  V.  Great  Northern  By.,  1841,  4  Per.  and  Dav.,  692,  and  in  Taylor,  379. 
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ciple,  that  the  admissibility  of  the  statements  depends  on  the 
strength  and  nature  of  their  connection  with  the  relative  act,  not 
on  their  being  co-temporaneons  with  it.* 

§  94.  On  the  same  principle,  words  spoken  to  a  witness  which 
have  caused  him  to  take  certain  steps  relevant  to  the  cause,  are  ad- 
mitted, e.^.,  an  information  which  led  him  to  search  for  the  stolen 
goods,  or  to  apprehend  the  prisoner  (n).  So  in  a  question  of  boun- 
daries of  a  common,  the  pursuer  was  allowed  to  ask  a  shepherd 
what  directions  his  master,  a  former  tenant,  had  given  him  as  to 
the  boundaries ;  the  object  being  to  shew  what  directions  he  had 
acted  upon  (o).  But  this  evidence  should  be  limited  to  such  a  short 
account  of  the  statement  as  is  necessary  for  making  the  narrative 
connected,  and  in  general  shoidd  not  include  a  repetition  of  the 
statement  itself.  Accordingly,  the  Court  usually  requires  the  pro- 
secutor to  put  his  question  thus,  "  In  consequence  of  something  you 
heard  from  such  a  person,  did  you  search,"  &c. 

§  95.     Akin  to  the  principle  thus  noticed,  is  that  -which  in 
criminal  cases  admits  proof  of  statements  made  by  the  injured  par- 
ty de  recenti  after  the  alleged  crime.      Such  expressions  being  the 
natural  outpourings  of  feelings  aroused  by  the  recent  injury,  and 
still  unsubsided,  are  a  consequence  and  continuation  of  the  res 
gestae,  and  corroborate  the  party's  evidence  for  the  crown ;  while  on 
the  other  hand  a  discrepancy  between  his  sworn  testimony  and  his 
statements  recently  after  the  alleged  offence  is  a  favourable  cir- 
cumstance for  the  prisoner.     On  these  grounds,  such  evidence  has 
for  a  long  period  been  admitted  both  for  the  prosecution  and  de- 
fence, after  the  injured  party  has  been  examined  (p).    Thus  the 
prosecutor  was  allowed  to  prove  the  statement  which  one  who  had 
been  robbed  made  an  hour  afterwards  to  a  person  to  whose  house 
he  came,  and  whom  he  roused  from  bed  (r).      So  where  an  opera- 
tive had  been  assaulted,  and  had  vitriol  thrown  on  his  clothes  for 
combination  purposes,  the  account  given  by  him  immediately  after 
the  injury,  to  the  woman  with  w^hom  he  lodged,  was  received  for 
the  crown  («).     And  the  prosecutor  may  examine  a  police  officer 
upon  the  complaint  made  to  him  de  recenti  by  the  person  robbed, 

(n)  BeU's  Notes,  290.  (o)  Hunter  v.  Dodds,  1882, 10  S.,  888.  (l>)  2 

Hume,  406,  note— Burnett,  602—2  Al.,  618,  622.  (r)  Macfarlane,  1826, 1  Al., 

244.  •  .  (<)  M'Kay  and  Connacher,  1828,  2  Al.,  614. 


<^  In  a  trial  for  murder,  violent  language  by  the  prisoner  toward  the  deceased,  and 
complaints  by  the  deceased  of  the  prisoner,  both  within  twenty-four  hours  of  the  death, 
were  admitted ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  Stewart,  1856,  2  Irv.,  179. 
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but  not  on  statements  made  by  that  person  on  the  day  of  trial  (t). 
Nor  will  a  statement  be  received  which  was  uttered  five  or  six 
hours  after  an  alleged  robbery;  because  the  party's  feelings  have 
had  time  to  subside  during  the  interval  (?*).  In  the  same  way,  the 
prisoner,  in  a  charge  of  sheep-stealing,  was  allowed  to  ask  a  witness 
what  the  owner  of  the  sheep  had  said  to  him  while  on  the  road  fol- 
lowing their  track  (x);  but  in  a  charge  of  robbery  he  was  not  per- 
mitted to  prove  statements  made  five  or  six  hours  afterwards  by 
the  alleged  sufferer  (y);  and  in  trials  for  discharging  loaded  fire- 
arms, the  Court  excluded  statements  which  had  been  uttered  two 
and  tibree  days  after  the  alleged  crime  (z). 

§  96.  The  law  of  this  country  does  not  recognize  the  distinc- 
tion taken  in  England,  by  which  proof  that  the  injured  party 
stated  de  recenti  he  had  been  robbed,  or  the  like,  is  admitted,  while 
proof  that  he  named  the  prisoner  as  the  assailant  is  excluded  (a), 
and  the  details  of  the  statement  cannot  be  proved,  except  in  cross- 
examination  (&).  Here  it  is  com'^etent  to  prove  the  statement  as 
it  was  made  (c)  ;  although  in  practice  the  prosecutor  usually  con- 
fines himself  to  a  general  examination  upon  it,  while  the  prisoner's 
counsel  often  enters  minutely  into  its  details. 

§  97.  In  considering  the  admissibility  of  this  kind  of  evidence, 
r^ard  must  be  had  not  only  to  the  time  which  intervened  between 
the  alleged  offence  and  the  statement,  but  to  the  whole  circum- 
stances, 6.gr.,  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  injury,  and  the  opportu- 
nities which  the  sufferer  had  of  expressing  his  feelings.  For  ex- 
ample, while  the  statement  which  a  party,  seriously  injured,  made 
at  a  short  interval  to  the  persons  he  first  met  should  be  received, 
jet  if  he  nttered  no  complaint,  and  manifested  no  symptoms  of  ex- 
citement to  them,  his  statements  to  other  persons,  although  at  no 
greater  interval,  should  be  rejected,  because  they  are  the  narrative 
of  a  previous  occurrence,  and  not  the  expression  of  unintermitted 
exdtement  (d). 

S  98.  When  applying  this  principle  to  cases  of  rape,  and 
aseaolt  with  intent  to  ravish,  the  Court  has  admitted  a  very  exten- 


(0  KeUj,  1829,  BeU*8  Notes,  288.  (u)  Moran,  1  Sw.,  281.  (z)  MiUs, 

1844,  Befl'B  Notes,  276.  (y)  Moran,  tupra.  (2)  Hardie,  1881,  Sh.  Cr., 

S«— Kennedy,  1888,  2  Sw.,  214.  (a)  K.  v.  Wink,  1884,  6  0.  and  P.,  397— B. 

■•Oitoiie,  1842,  Gar.  and  Marah,  624.  Bat  see  the  remarks  of  Mr  Justice  Cresswell 
Q  &  latter  case ;  see  also  Taylor,  874.  (6)  B.  v.  Walker,  1889,  2  M.  and  Bob., 

&2— R.  V.  Osbome,  mipra.  (e)  Authorities  in  notes  to  preceding  section. 

ti)  See  Hill  r.  Fletcher,  1847,  10  D.,  7,  infra. 
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sive  iuvestigation  into  the  injured  party's  statements  (c).  Com- 
plaints made  by  her  at  intervals  of  two  days  (/),  and  of  nearly  a 
month  (gr),  have  been  admitted  for  the  prosecution;  while  the 
prisoner  has  been  allowed  to  prove  expressions  which  she  uttered 
next  day  (A),  and  to  ask  whether  "any  time  in  April"  she  had 
stated  that  the  connection  was  voluntary  (t).  The  reason  for  this 
peculiarity  is  the  importance  of  sifting  the  woman's  whole  conduct 
and  explanations  regarding  the  charge,  which  is  easily  made  in 
order  to  restore  a  lost  character  or  to  gratify  jealousy;  while  it  is 
difficult  for  the  prisoner  to  disprove  it,  where  there  has  been  a 
voluntary  connection. 

Yet,  while  "immediate  disclosure  is  expected,  and  concealment 
creates  suspicion"  (i),  allowance  must  be  made  both  for  the  ex- 
treme excitement,  sometimes  amounting  to  frenzy,  which  so 
terrible  an  outrage  causes  in  the  sufferer's  mind,  and  for  her  na- 
tural reluctance  to  publish  her  disgrace  (i).  It  is  therefore  always 
important  to  ascertain  the  footing  on  which  she  stood  towards  the 
persons  she  first  met,  as  compared  with  those  to  whom  she  told 
her  story;  and  her  state  of  health  and  spirits  during  the  interval, 
as  well  as  her  disposition  and  character,  should  also  be  investi- 
gated. Without  considerable  light  on  such  circumstances  the  jury 
cannot  estimate  aright  the  value  of  the  woman's  subsequent  nar- 
rative. 

In  general,  the  prisoner  will  not  be  allowed  to  prove  the 
contradictory  statement,  without  laying  a  foundation  for  it  by 
examining  the  injured  party  (iw).  The  same  principle  applies  a 
fortiori  to  the  attempts  of  the  crown  to  support  that  witness' 
testimony  by  proving  de  recenti  statements. 

§  99.  Evidence  of  the  pursuer's  statements  de  recenti  has  been 
rejected  in  civil  actions  of  damages  at  her  instance  for  assault 
with  intent  to  ravish  (n).     But  in  the  last  case  on'  this  point  some 

(#)  1  Hume,  80»— 2  Hume,  407,  note— Burnett,  664,  602—1  AL,  217,  224—2  Al., 
624.    See  also  Stephens,  1889,  2  Sv.,  860.  (/)  QrieTe,  1883,  BeH's  Notes,  288. 

(9)  McMillan,  1888,  Bell's  Notes,  288.  (A)  Culnming,  1828,  Sjme,  880. 

(i)  Young,  1828,  2  Hume,  409,  note.  The  date  of  the  alleged  crime  does  not  ap- 
pear. See  also  M'Millan,  supra.  (Jt)  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Boyle  in  McMillan, 
1888,  Beirs  Notes,  288.  (/;  A  striking  illustration  of  this  occurred  in  the  case 
of  M'Millan,  supra ;  where  the  girl's  silence  had  been  persisted  in  for  a  month,  and  had 
only  been  relinqiiished  on  her  being  threatened  with  a  visit  from  a  doctor ;  yet  the 
panel  was  convicted  of  assault  with  intent  to  ravish,  and  was  transported  for  life. 

(m)  M^Hardie,  1884,  BeU's  Notes,  288.     See  also  Robertson,  1842, 1  Broun,  162. 

(»)  Maclean  v.  Miller,  1882,  6  De.  and  And.,  270— HiU  v.  Fletcher,  1847, 10  D.,  7, 
per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope.    His  Lordship  observed  that  there  was  a  difference  of 
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interval  had  elapsed  between  the  time  when  she  was  detected  in 
suspicious  circumstances  and  her  statement,  which  might  have 
been,  and  probably  was,  concocted.  The  decision  also  went  partly 
on  the  circumstance  that  the  woman  had  not  been  examined; 
the  case  having  occurred  before  the  late  statute  admitting  party- 
witnesses.  The  point  may  therefore  be  considered  as  open  in 
cases  where  the  statement  was  recent,  and  where  a  foundation  has 
been  laid  for  the  question  by  examination  of  the  pursuer. 

The  admissibility  of  statements  made  by  the  parties  de  recenti, 
and  of  those  forming  part  of  the  res  gestae^  is  noticed  afterwards. 

§  100.  Hearsay  evidence  is  often  admitted  in  criminal  cases  to 
prove  that  a  witness  had  identified  the  prisoner  recently  after  the 
crime  (o).  The  reason  is,  that  evidence  of  identification  is  valu- 
able in  proportion  to  the  freshness  of  the  witness'  recollection  of 
the  person's  features  and  appearance ;  so  that  an  impression  which 
enables  one  with  perfect  confidence  to  identify  a  stranger  at  an 
interval  of  a  few  hours  or  days  will  often  fade  during  the  weeks  or 
months  which  elapse  before  the  trial.^ 

§  101.  Until  recently  the  deposition  of  a  witness  on  oath 
could  not  be  either  supported  or  contradicted  by  evidence  of  his 
extrajudicial  statements,  except  in  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  pro- 
ceeding paragraphs  (j>).  But  a  recent  statute  provides  that  it 
shall  be  competent  in  any  action  or  proceeding  to  examine  any 
witness  as  to  "  whether  he  has  on  any  specified  occasion  made  a 
statement  on  any  matter  pertinent  to  the  issue,  different  from  the 
evidence  given  by  him  in  such  action  or  proceeding;  and  it  shall 
be  competent  in  the  course  of  such  action  or  proceeding  to  adduce 

offtnioB  unong  some  of  his  brethren  on  the  bench  whom  he  had  consulted  upon  the 
feiaL  (o)  2  Al.,  62S.    Thus  in  a  charge  of  horse-stealing  from  Hart,  the  pro- 

waa  aUowed  without  objection  to  proye  by  the  officer  who  apprehended  the  pri- 
r,  that  Hart  had  identified  the  prisoner  on  Friday,  as  the  man  who  stole  his  horse 
&L  the  previous  Wednesday ;  Wight,  1836,  1  Sw.,  47 ;  Bell's  Notes,  288. 

(p)  2  Hume,  381— Burnett,  463—2  Al.,  622--Bell's  Notes,  270— Hardie,  1831,  Sh. 
Cr^  237— Wyllie,  1829,  Sh.  Cr.,  223. 


7  When  a  boy  of  seven  years  old  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  reference  to  an  al- 
kgied  murder,  subsequent  witnesses  were  asked  what  the  boy  had  said  on  the  subject 
v^bin  forty-eight  hours  after  the  commission  of  the  crime  charged.  It  was  objected  that 
the  evidence  was  hearsay  and  inferior  to  that  of  the  boy  himself;  but  answered  that  it 
V2a  the  practioe  of  the  Court  to  admit  such  evidence,  to  test  the  value  of  the  evidence  of 
t  witness  so  young,  and  to  shew  what  he  said  de  recenti;  Lord  Adv.  v.  Stewart,  1856,  2 
Irr^  179.  In  an  action  of  divorce  against  a  husband,  the  question  whether  the  alleged 
(who  had  been  a  witness)  had,  at  the  birth  of  her  child,  said  who  its  father 
admitted  io  show  the  consistency  of  her  statement  on  the  subject  throughout ; 
A  r.  B,  1868,  20  D.,  407. 
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evidence  to  prove  that  such  witness  has  made  such  different  state- 
ment on  the  occasion  specified"  (r).  The  object  of  this  enactment 
is  to  prevent  a  witness  who  had  given  contradictory  accounts  of  the 
same  matter  from  being  received  as  perfectly  trust-worthy.  Th.e 
witness  must  first  be  cross-examined  upon  the  point;  but  after  tliat 
has  been  done  other  evidence  may  be  led  to  prove  the  contradic- 
tion.® Of  course  the  party  against  whom  such  evidence  is  adduced 
may  cross-examine  the  witnesses  who  speak  to  the  contradictory 
statement.  He  ought  also  to  be  allowed  to  prove  by  other  evidence 
that  the  statement  really  made  on  the  occasion  does  not  conflict 
with  that  given  by  the  witness  on  oath;  otherwise  a  party  against 
whom  a  witness  is  adduced  might  select  from  a  number  of  persons, 
to  whom  the  statement  was  made,  the  only  one  who  took  up  an 
erroneous  impression  of  it;  and  the  consequence  would  be,  that  its 
real  nature  would  be  misrepresented.  But  the  statute  is  silent  on 
this  point.  The  rule  stated  at  the  commencement  of  this  section 
subsists  except  in  so  far  as  thus  altered  by  statute.  Practically  it 
may  be  regarded  as  abrogated.® 

§  102.  The  exceptions  hitherto  considered  from  the  rule 
against  admitting  hearsay,  are  founded  on  the  nature  of  the  fact  to 
be  proved,  or  the  object  for  which  the  evidence  is  tendered.  The 
law  of  this  country  also  admits  hearsay  in  all  cases  where  the 

(r)  16  Vict.,  c.  27,  ?  8. 


^  Such  evidence  wiU  be  admissible  although  the  witness'  deposition  and  his  previous 
statement  be  not  in  direct  and  absolute  contradiction ;  Jackson  v.  Thomson,  1861,  81 
L.  J.  N.  S.,  Q.  B.,  p.  11—17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  126,  {  22. 

Counsel  for  a  prisoner  (in  a  trial  for  stabbing  and  riot)  proposed  to  ask  a  witness 
(a  person  said  to  have  been  injured  by  the  prisoner)  whether,  at  certain  places,  the 
witness  had  said  to  two  Procurators  Fiscal  named,  that  he  had  received  the  injuries 
in  question  from  an  individual  who  was  not  one  of  the  prisoners ;  and  stated  that  he 
meant,  by  putting  the  question,  to  lay  a  foundation  for  examining  the  Procurators 
Fiscal  in  contradiction  of  the  witness  if  necessary ;  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope),  on 
Circuit,  disallowed  the  question;  Lord  Advocate  v,  0*Donnel,  2  Irv.,  286.  But  in 
Inch  V.  Inch,  186G,  18  D.,  997,  evidence  by  an  agent  of  what  a  witness  had  said  in 
precognition  was  allowed,  in  contradiction  of  the  evidence  of  the  witness,  due  founda- 
tion having  been  laid. 

In  Emslie  v.  Alexander,  18G2, 1  Macpherson,  209,  Lord  Neaves  remarked  that  it  was 
not  competent  to  contradict  a  witness  by  proof  of  what  he  said  on  precognition ;  and  the 
Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  said  he  had  often  rejected  such  evidence  in  criminal  cases. 
It  seems  competent,  however,  to  contradict  a  witness  by  proof  of  what  he  said  when 
under  examination  as  a  bankrupt ;  and  the  notes  of  his  deposition,  taken  and  authenti- 
cated by  the  Sheriff,  may  be  recovered  and  adduced  aa  proof  for  that  purpose ;  Emslie  r. 
Alexander,  mipra. 

9  The  statement  in  th^  text  sooms  too  absolute. 
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person  whose  statement  is  narrated  was  admissible  when  he  spoke, 
but  has  died  before  the  trial  («).  The  reason  is,  that  such  evi- 
dence is  the  best  which  the  circumstances  admit  of;  that  there  is  no 
giound  for  6U8i)ecting  it  is  tendered  for  an  improper  purpose;  and 
that  injustice  would  more  frequently  arise  from  excluding  it,  than 
from  admitting  it  under  a  .proper  direction  from  the  judge  as  to 
its  credibility.  Evidence  of  this  kind  is  highly  trust-worthy  when 
it  has  been  made  deliberately  under  the  apprehension  of  death. 
But  statements  which  witnesses  deceased  uttered  even  in  ordinary 
conversation,  and  while  in  perfect  health,  are  equally  admissible  (t). 

I  103.  Hearsay  of  a  deceased  person,  however,  will  be-  ex- 
cluded, if  he  was  inadmissible  as  a  witness  when  he  made  the 
statement  (w).  Accordingly,  in  a  case  of  filiation,  where  the  pur- 
suer died  after  a  semiplena  probatio  had  been  adduced,  her  death- 
bed statement  could  not  be  proved  by  the  oath  of  her  mother,  who 
had  been  sisted  as  pursuer.  As  the  original  pursuer  was  not 
an  admissible  witness, — the  case  having  occurred  before  the  recent 
statute  (x)j — ^her  hearsay  statement  could  not  be  proved  after  her 
death ;  and  it  was  incompetent  to  take  the  oath  of  any  other  person 
ia  supplement  of  a  semiplena  proof  (y).  The  Lord  Chief  Commis- 
sioner once  rejected  hearsay  of  a  deceased  person's  opinion  as  to 
the  mental  capacityof  a  certain  individual,  which  was  the  question 
in  issue  (z).  It  is  doubtful  whether  this  decision  can  be  supported, 
unless  the  opinion  would  have  been  inadmissible  as  original  evi- 
dence. 

§  104.  Permanent  insanity  has  the  same  effect  as  death  upon 
the  competency  of  a  witness;  and  it  may  therefore  be  fairly  argued, 
that  proof  of  statements  by  one  so  afflicted  should  be  received,  if 
they  were  made  while  he  was  sane  (a).  This  view  (on  which 
there  are  no  decisions)  derives  support  from  two  cases  already 
noticed,  where  the  dechnature  of  the  witness  to  depone  (6),  and  the 


(#)  BeU's  Pr.,  §  2269— Burnett,  600— Tait,  481—2  Al.,  616— Beirs  Notes,  291— D. 
Scxlmrghe  r.  Cbatto,  1768,  Elch.  Witrust,  No.  88— E.  Fife  v.  E.  Fife's  Trustees,  1816, 
1  Mbt^  »5— Millar  v.  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  818,  824— Wilson  v.  Jamieson,  1827,  4 
Mar.,  368— Mackenzie,  1827,  Syme,  160— Hunter,  1888,  2  Sw.,  1.  Hearsay  of  state- 
s»iti  made  by  a  deceased  witness  is  admitted,  where  a  written  deposition  had  been 
taken  from  him  in  presence  of  a  magistrate ;  Mackenzie,  1827,  Sjrme,  168.  See  tn/ra, 
}  117.  (0  Authorities  in  preceding  note.  (ii)  Bell's  Pr.,  J  2269— Millar  v. 

IMkt,  1820,  2  Mur.,  818,  826— Patterson's  Trustee  i;.  Johnston,  1816, 1  Mur.,  74— 
Tait,  431.  (x)  16  Vict.,  c.  20.  (y)  See  Dobie  v.  Gaff,  1848,  5  D.,  1885. 

U)  Darling  r.  Grieve,  1822,  8  Mur.,  90.  (a)  Bentham  Ev.,  iij,  408— Burnett, 

601— Tait.  481.  (A)  Harvey,  1835,  Bell's  Notos,  292;  ntpra,  I  98. 
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inability  of  the  adducer  to  find  him  (c),  partly  induced  the  Court 
to  admit  proof  of  his  statements.     In  another  case  (of  rather  old 
date),  certificates  by  persons  imprisoned  abroad  as  captives  of  wax 
were  received,  because  they  were  the  best  evidence  that  could  be 
got  in  the  circumstances,  the  witnesses  being  completely  beyond 
the  party's  reach  (d).     Severe  illness  of  a  witness,  however,  is  not 
a  ground  for  admitting  hearsay  of  his  statements  (e) ;  the  proper 
course  being  either  to  delay  the  trial,  or  to  examine  the  witness  on 
commission.     Still  less  will  the  refusal  of  one  who  is  abroad  to  give 
evidence  before  a  commissioner  of  Court  render  hearsay  or  an 
aflSdavit  of  his  statements  admissible  (/).     A  witness  so  situated 
cannot  reasonably  object  to  being  examined  in  regular  form;  and, 
therefore,   admitting  secondary  evidence  of  his  statements  would 
give  opportunities  for  collusion  and  cooking  up  ex  parte  evidence. 
Hearsay  of  statements  made  by  a  foreigner  who  had  left  the  coun- 
try, and  whose  residence  was  unknown,  was  held  inadmissible  as 
evidence  for  a  prisoner;  and  a  written  statement  by  another  witness 
in  the  same  situation  was  also  rejected  (gr).    So  held  as  to  hearsay 
of  statements  by  a  Scotsman  who  had  left  the  country,  or  at  least 
whose  residence  waS  unknown  (h)}^ 

§  105.  The  fact  of  the  witness'  death,  or  insanity, — ^if  that  be 
a  ground  for  admitting  hearsay  (t), — must  be  established  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court  before  the  secondary  evidence  of  his 
statements  will  be  received.  But  a  prima  facie  proof  of  the  fact 
will  suffice;  and  the  Court  in  exercise  of  its  discretion  may  admit 
hearsay  on  the  point  (j). 

§  106.  The  best  proof  of  what  a  deceased  witness  said  is  his 
deposition  taken  on  commission  to  lie  in  retentis,  or  his  examina- 
tion in  a  previous  trial  of  the  cause  (A).     It  is  doubtful  whether 

(e)  Ewing  v.  E.  If  ar,  1861, 14  D.,  814 ;  supra,  {  98.  (d)  Ranking  of  aeland*s 

Creditors,  1708,  M.,  12,684.  (e)  Gun  v.  Gardner,  1820.  2  Mur.,  196— Stothart 

V.  Johnstone's  Tmstees,  1821,  2  Mur.,  541.  (/)  Glyn  v.  Johnstone  &  Co.,  1884, 

18  S.,  126.  C^)  Cavalari,  1854,  Llrvine,  664.  (A)  Rouatt,  1862,  1 

Irvine,  79.io  (t)  See  supra,  g  104.  (j)  Hearsay  was  admitted  where  a 

person  deponed  he  had  been  at  the  individual's  funeral;  Christian  v.  Kennedy,  1818,  1 
Mur.,  424 ;  and  where  one  deponed  that  he  knew  the  original  witness  had  been  con- 
victed of  a  capital  crime,  and  had  been  hanged ;  Miller  v.  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  825. 
See  analogous  cases  upon  admitting  parole  proof  of  lost  documents,  in^,  2  157. 

(k)  See  this  fully  considered  in  treating  of  the  examination  of  witnesses. 

^^  In  England,  the  Court  refused  to  grant  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses  in 
Russia,  when  Russia  and  England  were  at  war ;  because  to  do  so,  would  be  to  authorise 
communication  with  thr  Queen's  enemies ;  Barrick  v.  Buba,  1855,  16  Scott,  492. 
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the  depofiition  of  one  examined  as  a  haver  may  be  used  as  his 
eyideiice  in  causa  after  his  death  (l).  The  statements  of  a  de- 
ceased witness  may  not  be  proved  by  his  precognition  taken  by  the 
^dducer's  agent;  because  such  examinations  are  conducted,  not 
with  the  view  of  bringing  out  a  fair  statement,  but  of  ascertaining 
what  the  witness  can  say  in  favour  of  the  party  examining  (m)}^ 
On  this  ground  a  precognition  taken  with  a  view  to  a  criminal 
pfn^ecntion  and  signed  by  the  witness  is  inadmissible ;  although 
sack  examinations  are  usually  conducted  with  more  impartiality 
than  precognitions  by  private  persons  {n).  In  a  case  of  rape,  how- 
ever, the  information  which  the  injured  party  had  given  to  the 
public  officials  was  allowed  to  be  proved  by  parole  of  a  person  who 
had  been  present  when  she  emitted  it  (o).^ 

Voluntary  affidavits  by  persons  deceased  are  not  admitted ;  be- 
i^use  they  are  usually  prepared  for  an  ex  parte  purpose,  and  are 
open  to  suspicion  of  having  been  collusively  dressed  up  (p)  for  the 


(l)  It  mtf  rejected  by  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  in  Campbell  t;.  Davidson,  1827, 
4  Mnr^  178.  (m)  M'Intoeh,  1838,  2  Sw.,  108— Ormond  and  Wylie,  1848,  Arkl., 

^S.  (n)  Cases  in  note  (m).  (o)  Stephens,  1829,  Bell's  Notes,  292—2 

Sw^  348.     It  is  not  easy  to  see  a  sufficient  g^und  for  distinction  between  this  case  and 
tiuae  in  the  preceding  note  (m).  (p)  Mag.  of  Aberdeen  v.  More,  1818,  Hume 

D..502. 


11  See  as  to  competency  of  contradicting  a  witness  by  proof  of  what  he  said  on  pre- 
cognition, ttqfrOf  2  101,  note  8. 

I'  In  a  trial  for  murder,  the  prosecutor  offered  In  evidence,  the  deposition  of  a  party 
who  had  died  before  the  trial,  and  who  was  not  the  party  injured.  The  deposition  had 
been  emitted  in  the  presence  of  the  Sheriff  and  Procurator  Fiscal.  It  was  objected  for 
&e  prisoner  that  the  deposition  was  inadmissible,  because  it  did  not  bear  to  be  emitted 
ia  pfoepect  of  death ;  and  because  it  was  the  general  rule  in  criminal  practice  that  all 
Ike  evidence  must  be  emitted  In  presence  of  the  prisoner,  to  which  the  admission  of  the 
dying  declaration  of  the  injured  person  was  the  only  recognised  exception.  The  Court 
bdd  that  there  was  no  ground  for  distinguishing  between  the  dying  declaration  of  the 
pETBon  injured,  and  of  any  other  person  competent  to  be  a  witness ;  and  that  the  cir- 
cuBstaace  that  the  declaration  did  not  bear  to  be  emitted  in  view  of  death,  formed  no 
otjectian  to  its  admissibility,  and  they  received  the  evidence. 

In  competing  petitions  for  service,  aged  witnesses  were  examined  on  commission. 
Ose  i^aimant  died ;  and  his  son  did  not  represent  him,  but  presented  a  new  petition  for 
service  to  the  common  ancestor.  Held,  in  a  jury  trial  between  that  claimant  and  the 
fonaer  and  surviving  claimants,  that  the  latter  were  entitled  to  read  to  the  jury  the  de- 
pnfftlof*  of  two  of  the  aged  witnesses  who  had  since  died.  But  the  Court,  in  admitting 
Ike  evidence,  were  influenced  by  the  fact  that,  at  the  commission  at  which  the  evidence 
cf  these  witnesses  was  taken,  the  father  of  the  new  claimant,  who  had  the  same  interest 
ag he.  was  present;  Souter  r.  M'Tntosh,  1859,  21  D.,  885. 
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occasion ;  and  for  the  same  reason  certificates  will  very  rarely  be 
received  (g),  except  in  ancient  matters  (r)." 

§  107.  The  most  common  way  of  proving  a  deceased  witness' 
statements  is  by  adducing  the  person  to  whom  they  were  made, 
who  can  be  cross-examined  as  to  how  the  subject  was  introduced, 
and  the  circumstances  under  which  the  statements  were  made.  It 
would  seem  that  a  letter  or  note  holograph  of  the  deceased  witness 
may  be  used  («).  Such  a  document  however  may  often  be  subject 
to  the  same  objection  as  his  affidavit ;  while  on  the  other  hand,  if 
it  was  written  incidentally,  or  in  answer  to  questions  fairly  put,  it  is 
much  better  than  ordinary  hearsay.^*  Letters  written  by  a  deceased 
member  of  the  family,  and  a  manuscript  pedigree  compiled  by  an 
ancestor  of  the  claimant  ante  litem  motam^  were  received  in  a  peer- 
age case  to  prove  the  pedigree,  which  was  ancient  {t).  Where  a 
witness  deponed  that  he  had  a  conversation  with  a  person  since 
dead,  during  which  that  person  referred  to  a  book  to  refresh  his 
memory  as  to  a  fact  otherwise  known  to  him,  the  Court  held  that 
that  fact  might  be  proved  without  producing  the  book  {u). 

§  108.  In  considering  the  English  authorities  on  these  points, 
it  will  be  observed  that  the  general  rule  in  that  country  is  against 


(q)  Compare  Humphreys  {soi-ditant  E.  Stirling),  1839,  Swinton's  Rep.,  177,  and 
Appx.,  86,  with  Ranking  of  Clcland's  Creditors,  1708,  M.,  12,034 ;  tvpra,  i  104,  (rf;. 

(r)  Stair,  iv,  48,  6— Tait,  406.  («)  See  Campbell  t\  Davidson,  1827,  4  Mur^ 

173— M'Aliater  v.  M*Ali8t«r,  1838,  12  S.,  198— WUson  v.  Kirkwood,  1822,  3  Mur.,  206. 

(t)  Crawford  and  Lindsay  Peerage  Case,  1842,  2  CI.  and  Finn.,  New  Cases,  559,  and 
13  D.  (H.  Lords),  32.  (u)  Oliver,  1827,  Syme,  224. 


1'  Where  the  clerk  to  a  kirk-session  deponed  that  the  moderator,  who  had  since  died, 
had,  at  a  meeting  of  the  kirk-session,  made  a  statement  relative  to  an  interview  with 
the  defender,  which  the  clerk  entered  on  the  minutes  of  meeting  of  the  session  to  the 
dictation  of  the  moderator,  and  where  the  clerk  deponed  to  the  accuracy  of  the  minute, 
the  Court  indicated  an  opinion  in  favour  of  the  admissibility  of  the  minute  as  proof  of 
what  the  moderator  said ;  but,  before  deciding  the  point,  directed  that  the  surviving 
members  of  the  kirk-session  who  had  been  present  should  be  examined ;  A  v.  B,  1858, 
20  D.,  407. 

1*  In  a  trial  for  murder,  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope)  and  Lord  Haiidyside,  Lord  Ivory 
dissenting,  rejected,  as  evidence  of  a  fact  in  the  cause,  a  diary  or  book  of  memoranda 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  deceased.  It  was  argued  that  the  writing  of  a  deceased  was 
better  evidence  than  hearsay  of  what  he  said,  and  ought  to  be  admitted  on  the  same 
principle ;  but  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  observed  that  there  was  a  great  difference ;  be^ 
cause,  when  hearsay  evidence  was  received  the  witness  could  be  examined  as  to  the 
manner  of  the  deceased  when  saying  the  words  deponed  to,  and  as  to  the  circumstancee 
in  which  they  were  said ;  but  as  to  the  time  when  jottings  were  made  in  a  dieury,  and  the 
motives  for  making  them,  there  was  no  proof  at  all ;  Lord  Advocate  v.  Madeline  Smith, 
1857,  2  Irv.,  641,647,  662. 
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admitting  hearsay  of  deceased  witnesses,  and  it  is  only  received  in 
some  excepted  cases ;  namely,  (1)  Questions  of  pedigree,  (2)  Ques- 
tions -of  public  or  general  interest,  (3)  Questions  regarding  ancient 
possession,  (4)  Declarations  by  deceased  witnesses  against  their 
interest,  (5)  Dying  declarations,  (6)  Declarations  of  deceased 
witnesses  made  officially,  or  in  the  course  of  their  business  (x). 

Hearsay  is  only  admitted  in  these  cases  in  England  when  ori- 
ginal evidence  cannot  be  obtained.  It  is  therefore  unnecessary  to 
notice  the  rules  regarding  them  ;  as  the  admissibility  of  hearsay  of 
dead  witnesses  in  Scotland  is  general. 

§  109.  The  question  is  still  open,  whether  hearsay  of  hearsay 
is  admissible  when  both  the  original  witness  and  the  narrator  are 
dead.  It  is  easy  to  "  conceive  a  case  in  the  criminal  Court  where 
it  would  be  absolutely  necessary  to  receive  such  evidence,  as  a 
murdered  man  having  stated  who  was  the  murderer  to  a  person 
since  dead  "  {y) ;  and  where  the  facts  are  simple  and  Ukely  to  be 
remembered,  such  evidence  would  be  credible.  On  the  other  hand 
these  are  exceptional  cases ;  for  in  general,  hearsay  of  hearsay  would 
be  of  no  value  in  evidence,  and  would  be  more  apt  to  mislead 
than  assist  the  jury.  This  point  arose  in  a  case  where  Lord 
Pitmilly  expressed  a  clear  opinion  in  favour  of  the  admissibility ; 
but  the  other  judges  waived  deciding  on  it  («).  Recently,  however, 
the  present  Lord  Justice-Clerk^*  held  such  evidence  to  be  inadmis- 
sible upon  the  propinquity  of  one  claiming  a  succession  (a). 

In  England  hearsay  of  hearsay  is  admitted  in  cases  of  pedigree 
where  both  declarants  were  within  the  family,  and  had  died  before 
the  trial,  and  where  the  statements  were  made  ante  litem  motam  (6). 
And  an  ancient^  pedigree  prepared  or  adopted  by  an  ancestor  of 
the  claimant  is  also  admissible,  on  the  presumption  that  he  knew 
it  to  be  correct,  either  from  personal  knowledge,  or  by  information 
derived  from  deceased  members  of  the  family  (c).^® 

(x)  See  these  noticed  in  1  Phillips,  211— Taylor,  392^1  Greenleaf,  168. 

(y)  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Boyle  in  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1826,  6  S.,  98. 

(2)  Smith  r.  Bank  of  Scotland,  ti^a.  (a)  Morgan  v.  Morris,  Nov.  1868,  not 

j€t  reported.     See  on  this  point  {  160.  (b)  1  Phil.,  227— Taylor,  416— Doe  ». 

Baadan,  1828,  2  Moo.  and  Pa.,  20— Monkton  v.  Att.-Gen.,  1831,  2  Russ.  and  My.,  147, 
I4S— Slaney  ».  Wade,  1886,  7  Sim.,  611,  and  1  My.  and  Cr.,  365. 

(e)  rhivies  r.  Lonndes,  1843,  7  Scott,  N.  B.,  213 ;  6  Man.  and  6r.,  627— Slaney  v. 
Wa/^  atpra — Monkton  v.  Att.-Gen.,  mpra — Crawford  and  Lindsay  Peerage  case,  Mpra, 
§108. 


>*  The  late  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope).  Thp  point  is  not  mentioned  in  any  of  the 
nppofftB  of  the  case. 

'*  Held  in  England  that  the  contents  of  a  document  cannot  be  proved  by  r  copy  of 
«  cnpy :  Ercringham  u.  Roundell,  1838,  2  Moo.  and  Rohb.,  138. 
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CfflAPTEK  III.— OF  THE  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  PROOF  OF  THE 

CONTENTS  OF  WRITINGS. 

§  110.  An  important  branch  of  the  rule  which  requires  the  best 
evidence  is,  that  the  tenns  of  documents  which  may  be  produced 
must  be  proved  by  the  documents  themselves,  and  cannot  be  proved 
by  parole  evidence  (d).^  The  reason  is,  that  witnesses  are  extreme- 
ly apt,  from  want  of  observation  or  memory,  to  mistake  the  terms 
of  writings,  the  effect  of  which  often  depends  on  their  precise 
words ;  and  that,  each  document  being  intended  to  be  read  as  a 
whole,  its  meaning  would  often  be  misunderstood  if  a  statement  of 
only  a  part  of  it  were  admissible.  Besides,  there  is  ground  for  sus- 
pecting that  the  party  tenders  the  parole  evidence,  because  produc- 
ing the  document  would  not  be  equally  favourable  to  his  case. 

§  111.  This  rule  of  course  apphes  to  all  those  matters  which 
law  requires  to  be  committed  to  writing,  as  decisions  of  Courts  of 
record  (e),  convictions  of  crimes  (/),  dispositions  of  heritage  (gr), 
bills  of  exchange  (A),  discharges  (i),  and  contracts  which  the  j)ar- 
ties  have  stipulated  should  be  in  writing  {k). 

And  where  a  document  is  the  oflScial  narrative  of  acts  and  pro- 
ceedings which  law  requires  to  be  so  recorded,  parole  of  them  is 
excluded,  although  they  may  be  simple  and  easily  remembered. 
The  instruments  of  notaries,  and  messenger's  executions,  are  (with 

I  •      —      —      — 

{d)  2  Al.,  608—1  Phil.,  421— Taylor,  283.  {e)  Edinburgh  Shipping  Co.  v. 

Ogilvie,  1819,  2  Mur.,  137— Dickson  v.  Ponton,  1824, 8  Mur.,  440— Greig  v,  Edmonstone, 
1826,  4  Mur.,  70— Smith  w.  Kobertson,  1882,  10  S.,  829.  See  Baillie  i;.  Bryaon,  1818, 
1  Mur.,  826 ;  where  the  record  of  a  Court  was  allowed  to  be  read  by  the  clerk  of  that 
Court,  sworn  as  a  witness.  (/)  Miller  v.  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  828 — ^Fraser, 

1889,  2  Sw.,  436—2  Hume,  866.  (g)  Stair,  1, 10, 9— Ersk.,  8,  2,  2,  and  4,  2, 

20.    See  the  chapter  on  proving  obligations  regarding  heritage,  infra.  (A;  M*Nab 

t;.  Telfer,  1821,  2  Mur.,  481— Couseland  v.  Cuthil,  1830,  6  Mur.,  149. 

(i)  Cameron  v.  Cameron's  Tr.,  1820, 2  Mur.,  284— Gordon  r.  Miller,  1888,  Macf.  R., 
174.  (A)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  4— Bell's  Pr.,  §  25— Tait,  224,  818.     See  the  chapter  on 

proving  such  contracts,  infra. 


1  If  a  letter  or  private  document  is  to  be  read  to  the  jury,  the  whole  of  it  muat  be 
read.  In  that  it  differs  from  a  public  document.  '*  A  document  which  is  to  be  received 
in  respect  of  its  being  a  public  document,  returned  in  pursuance  of  some  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment, or  the  performance  of  some  public  duty,  is  valid  for  that  reason.  If  any  imper- 
tinence creeps  into  it.  that  is  something  which  does  not  belong  to  it,  that  ought  to  be 
excluded,  and  in  truth  it  is  no  part  of  it,  and  ought  not  to  be  read  with  it  ;*'  Milne  v. 
Leisler,  1862,  31  L.  J.  N.  S.,  Exch.,  251,  per  C.  B.  Pollock. 
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very  few  exceptions)  the  only  competent  proof  of  their  official 
acts  (Z).  And  the  burgh  books  have  been  held  necessary  in  order 
to  prove  the  election  of  the  magistrates  (w),  or  to  show  who  were 
members  of  council  at  any  time  (n).  On  the  same  principle  the 
written  declaration  is  the  only  competent  proof  of  the  statements 
made  by  a  prisoner  when  examined  before  a  magistrate  (o).« 

§  112.  A  contract  which  the  parties  have  reduced  into  writing 
cannot  be  proved  by  witnesses,  although  in  its  own  nature  it  may 
admit  of  that  kind  of  evidence.  The  reason  is  that  the  parties  hav- 
ing mutually  selected  the  writing  as  the  proof  and  measure  of  their 
contract,  its  existence  and  terms  sxq  partes  contractus  (p).  For  ex- 
ample, a  lease  for  one  year  (r),  and  an  agreement  to  aliment  a  per- 
son («),  cannot  be  proved  by  witnesses ;  where  they  have  been  re- 
due^  to  writing.* 

§  113.  On  this  principle  also,  where  parties  have  agreed  verbally 
to  be  bound  by  the  terms  of  a  certain  document,  parole  of  its  con- 
tents is  inadmissible,  because  it  was  by  mutual  consent  made  the 
measure  of  their  contract,  as  if  they  had  regularly  signed  it.  Thus 
in  an  English  case,  where  a  landlord  and  tenant  had  agreed  verbally 

(I)  See  the  chapters  on  notarial  instruments  and  messengers'  ezecntions,  infra. 

(m)  Gardner  i^.  Reekie,  1828,  4  Mur.,  488.  So  in  Ogilvie  v.  Magistrates  of  Edin- 
burgh, 6ih  Feb.  1810,  F.  C,  It  was  held  that  the  minutes  of  a  meeting  for  electing  a 
deacon  of  an  incorporation  of  a  Royal  Burgh  could  not  be  contradicted  by  parole ;  see  { 
118  (a).  (n)  Black  v.  Campbell,  1819,  6  Dow,  28.  (o)  Little  v.  Smith, 

1846,  8  D.,  266 ;  1847,  9  D.,  787—2  Al.,  509,  676.  See  the  chapter  on  Prisoners'  De- 
^krations,  injra.  (p)  8  Starkie,  767—1  Greenl.,  114— Taylor,  286. 

(r)  Honaghan,  1844,  2  Broun,  181.  See  also  Hutchison  v.  Ferrier,  18  D.,  887 ;  af- 
fiimed  cm  another  point,  1  Macq.,  196.  («)  M'Kellar  v,  Lambert,  1828,  4  Mar., 

Ml. 


s  But  it  may  be  proved  by  parole  eyidence  that  a  panel  was  duly  cautioned  before 
he  emitted  his  declaration,  and  was  in  his  sound  and  sober  senses  when  he  emitted  it, 
tXibaagh  these  facts  are  not  stated  in  the  declaration  or  in  a  docquet ;  Lord  Advocate 
9.  Hay,  1858,  8  Irv.,  181— Lord  Advocate  v,  Macpherson,  1862,  84  Sc.  Jur.,  140. 

It  would  appear  that  evidence  cannot  be  received  as  to  what  took  place  in  Court  at 
a  JQzy  trial,  in  contradiction  of  the  notes  of  the  presiding  judge ;  Dobbie  v.  Johnston 
and  Rtusell,  1861,  28  D.,  1189.    See  i  48,  note  4. 

The  Register  of  County  Voters  is  conclusive  evidence  of  qualification ;  24  ft  26  Vict., 
c  88,  §  42.  The  Certificate  of  Incorporation  of  a  joint-stock  company  is  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  aU  the  formalities  requisite  prior  to  incorporation  have  been  complied  with ; 
25  ft  26  Vict,  c.  89,  {  192. 

^  The  question  put  to  a  pursuer,  who  was  a  witness,  '*  What  was  your  interest  or 
share  in  the  copartnery  between  you  and  your  brother  ?  "  held  incompetent ;  because  it 
had  been  pttxved  that  there  was  a  written  contract  of  copartnery ;  Clark  v.  Clark's  Trs., 
1860,  23  D.,  74. 
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to  a  lease  on  the  terms  contained  in  a  prior  written  lease  between 
the  landlord  and  a  third  party,  it  was  held  that  the  document  must 
be  produced  (t).  So  where  a  tenant  after  the  expiry  of  a  written 
lease  continues  to  possess  by  tacit  relocation,  the  terms  of  the  im- 
plied contract  cannot  be  proved  without  the  writing  (u).  And  in 
an  action  by  the  secretary  of  a  society  against  certain  of  the  mem- 
bers for  payment  of  his  salary,  where  the  resolution  of  the  commit- 
tee under  which  he  had  been  engaged  was  contained  in  a  book  of 
which  the  plainti£P  usually  had  charge,  it  was  held  that  his  know- 
ledge of,  and  acting  under,  the  resolution  inferred  adoption  of  it  as 
a  written  contract,  so  that  he  could  not  prove  the  terms  of  his  en- 
gagement without  the  book  (x).  On  the  same  principle,  in  an 
action  for  payment  of  work,  where  it  appears  that  there  had  been 
a  written  contract  between  the  parties,  and  the  claim  is  upon  an 
alleged  verbal  order  for  extra  work  relating  to  the  same  subject,  it 
is  settled  in  England  that  the  plaintiff  must  produce  the  writing, 
in  order  to  shew  whether  it  includes  the  work  claimed  for,  and 
what  was  the  stipulated  rate  of  remuneration  (y), 

§  114.  But  the  existence  of  a  document,  inadmissible  from 
want  of  subscription,  will  not  exclude  parole  proof  of  the  contract 
to  which  it  refers,  because  it  indicates  only  a  proposed,  not  an  ac- 
tual written  agreement  (2).  Yet  if  rei  interventus  has  followed  on 
and  validated  an  informal  document,  parole  of  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract will  be  excluded,  because  the  writing  is  admissible  and  bind- 
ing (a).*  Where  the  written  contract  cannot  be  used  for  want  of  a 
stamp,  its  terms  may  not  be  proved  by  parole ;  but  the  writing 
must  be  stamped  and  produced  (6).* 

(t)  Turner  v.  Power,  1828,  7  B.  and  C,  625,  Mo.  and  Mai.,  181,  S.  C.—The  docu- 
ment being  on  a  wrong  stamp,  was  exdnded ;  and  a  non-suit  was  directed  in  conse- 
quence ;  see  infra^  {  114,  (5).  («)  Menzies  v.  Duff,  1851, 18  D.,  1044 — But  see 
Tait,  222.  (x)  Whitford  v.  Tutin,  1884, 10  Bing.,  395.  (y)  Vincent  ». 
Cole,  1828,  Mo.  and  Mai.,  257  ;  8  Car.  and  Pa.,  481,  S.  C— Buxton  v.  Cornish, 
1844,  1  Dow.  and  L.,  685— Jones  v.  Howell,  1885,  4  Dowl.,  176— Parton  v.  Cole,  1842, 
6  Eng.  Jur.,  870;  see  infra,  §  121,  (i).  (2)  Ramsbottom  v.  Tunbridge,  1814,  2 
Ma.  and  Sel.,  434->SteYen8  v.  Pinney,  1818,  8  Taunt,  827— Doe  v.  Cartwright,  1820, 
8  B.  and  Aid.,  826— Trewbitt  v.  Lambert,  1889, 10  Ad.  and  EU.,  470.  (a)  See 
the  chapter  on  reiinUTventuB  below.  (&)  Hutchison  v,  Ferrier,  1857, 18  D.,  887 ; 
(approved  of  in  the  House  of  Lords  when  affirming  the  judgment  on  another  point,  1 


^  ^  The  rule  that  you  cannot  prove  the  contents  of  a  written  instrument  by  psirole, 
is  just  as  clearly  applicable,  according  to  all  the  authorities,  to  an  instrument  that  is 
validated  rei  iniervmtu^  as  to  an  instrument  that  is  originally  probative ;"  per  Lord  Jua- 
tioe-Clerk  in  Clark  v,  Clark's  Trustees,  1860,  28  D.,  74,  79. 

6  In  a  late  English  case  the  judge  held  that  an  unstamped  document  embodying  tlie 
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§  115.  Whenever  it  is  material  to  prove  the  existence  or  terms 
of  a  docmnent  of  any  kind,  and  not  merely  the  truth  of  facts  which 
it  records,  the  document  itself  must  he  produced,  and  parole  cannot 
be  substituted  for  it.  This  (for  example)  has  been  held  as  to  the 
terms  of  a  correspondence  (c),  and  whether  it  was  marked  "  pri- 
vate" (c?),  as  to  the  written  regulations  of  a  market  (e),*  written 
instructions  to  sailing  masters  (/),  and  a  written  opinion  of  coun- 
sel (g).  So  it  is  incompetent  to  ask  a  witness  what  is  the  amoxmt 
of  property  or  legacies  in  a  settlement  (A),  whether  a  deed  contains 
a  clause  in  certain  terms  (%),  or  whether  a  certain  vessel  is  entered 
in  the  registry  {k). 

§  116.  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  document  is  a  narrative 
of  facts,  its  existence  will  not  exclude  independent  parole  proof  of 
these  facts  (Z),  unless  they  are  formal  proceedings  or  dctus  legitim% 
of  which  an  official  written  statement  is  required  (m).^  Such  pa- 
role evidence  is  not  tendered  in  order  to  prove  the  contents  of  the 
writing,  or  as  a  substitute  for  it ;  but  the  two  modes  of  proof  are 
independent  sources  of  information  upon  the  same  matter.  For  ex- 
ample, births,  deaths,  and  marriages  may  be  proved  by  parole  as 
well  as  by  entries  in  the  parish  register  {n).  And  where  a  witness 
was  objected  to  on  the  ground  of  infamy,  the  party  who  adduced 
him  was  allowed  to  prove  by  parole  that  he  had  undergone  his 

Macq^  196)— Ramsbottom  v.  Mortley,  1814,  2  Ma.  and  Sel.,  446— Buxton  v.  Cornish, 
1844, 1  Dow.  and  L.,  686 — Turner  v.  Power,  supra,  (<)— See  also  Harold  v.  Pollexfen, 
1844,  6  D.,  1103.  (c)  Cooper  r.  Mcintosh,  1828,  8  Mur.,  868— Gibson  v.  Ander- 

80IW  1S46,  9  D.,  1— Queen's  case,  1820,  2  Brod.  and  Bing.,  286, 290.  (d)  Cooper 

r.  M'Intosh,  wpra,  («)  M'Cracken  v.  Pearson,  1821,  2  Mur.,  663. 

(/)  Kitchen  v.  Fisher,  1821,  2  Mur.,  686.  {g)  Cooper  v.  M'Intosh,  tupra, 

(A)  Bose  V.  Gollan,  1816, 1  Mur.,  84.  (t)  Dalziel  v,  D.  Queensberry's  Ex., 

1825,  4  Hut.,  14.  (Jc)  Snadon  v.  Stewart,  1819,  2  Mur.,  68.  (Q  8  Starkie, 

785— Taylor,  296.  (m)  Si^a,  I  111.  (n)  2  Al.,  607— Starkie,  wpra 

—Taylor,  M^rra. 


of  an  arrangement,  which  arrangement  was  pleaded  by  the  plaintiff,  was  no  better 
than  waste  paper ;  and  therefore  he  aUowed  parole  evidence  of  the  arrangement,  and 
gaye  judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  But  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  appeal,  held  that 
althoagih  the  document  could  not  be  received  in  evidence,  because  it  was  unstamped, 
yet  the  existence  of  it  excluded  proof  by  parole,  and  they  quashed  the  judgment  and 
ordered  a  new  trial ;  Alcock  v.  Delay,  1866,  4  E.  and  B.,  660. 

•  See  Bait  v.  Primrose,  1869,  21  D.,  966.    See  1 122,  note. 

7  A  notarial  protest  is  not  now  necessary  to  prove  the  presentment  and  dishonour  of 
a  biU  or  note  in  order  to  preserve  recourse  against  the  drawer  or  indorser.  They  may 
be  ^Kowefiprcut  dejure  to  the  effect  of  preserving  such  recourse ;  19  &  20  Vict.,  c.  60, 
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punishment  (imprisonment),  although  the  fact  was  entered  in  the 
books  of  the  jail  (o).  So  the  fact  that  a  witness  had  stood  on  the 
pillory  may  be  proved  by  parole,  although  the  extract  conviction 
is  the  only  admissible  proof  that  it  was  for  a  crime  inferring  in- 
famy (p). 

§  117.  On  this  principle  the  evidence  emitted  by  a  deceased 
witness  in  a  former  trial  of  the  cause,  may  be  proved  by  the  per- 
sons who  heard  it,  although  he  may  have  also  emitted  a  written  de- 
position (r),  and  although  his  evidence  may  have  been  taken  down 
by  a  short-hand  writer  (s)  ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  deposi- 
tion of  a  deceased  witness  taken  on  commission  is  not  excluded  in 
consequence  of  his  deposition  in  Court  on  a  former  trial  being  ex- 
tant in  the  judges'  notes  (t).  Thus  also  in  a  prosecution  in  Eng- 
land, in  which  the  depositions  do  not  require  to  be  taken  in  writing, 
parole  of  what  the  witnesses  said  is  received,  without  producing  a 
note  which  the  magistrate  or  clerk  of  Court  had  made  of  it  at  the 
time  (u).  On  this  ground  also,  where  a  witness  depones  that  he 
observed  certain  facts,  and  wrote  a  full  account  of  them  in  a  letter 
to  any  one,  his  oath  is  the  proper  evidence  of  them ;  and  the  letter 
does  not  require  to  be  produced,  unless  the  party  wishes  to  prove 
its  terms  (x).  So  where  a  witness  swore  that  he  had  a  conversa- 
tion with  a  person  since  deceased,  who  referred  to  a  book  to  refresh 
his  memory  on  a  fact  otherwise  known  to  him,  the  witness  was  al- 
lowed to  repeat  that  person's  statement  as  to  the  fact,  without  pro- 
ducing the  document  (y) ;  and  it  is  never  necessary  to  put  in  evi- 
dence the  memorandum  which  a  witness  merely  uses  for  the  pur- 
pose of  refreshing  his  memory  (2).® 

§  118.  In  some  cases  parole  proof  of  the  proceedings  of  meet- 
ings was  excluded,  on  the  ground  that  they  could  only  be  proved 


(0)  Aitchison  v,  Patrick,  1886,  15  S.,  860.  (/?)  Deao^s  caae,  1729,  2  Hume, 

855.  (r)  Mackenzie,  1827,  Syme,  158— Tod  v.  Winchelsea,  1828,  8  C.  and  P., 

887.  («)  Taylor,  854.    The  same  rule  applies  when  the  oath  is  proved  in  a 

charge  of  perjury ;  Monaghan,  1844,  2  Broun,  181.  (f)  Willox  r.  Farrell,  1848,' 

10  D.,  807.  (u)  R.  V.  Tarrant,  1838,  6  Car.  and  Pa.,  182— R.  v.  Pressly,  1883,  ih., 

188— Robertson  v.  Vaughton,  1838,  8  Car.  and  Fa.,  252— Jeans  v,  Wheedon,  1848,  2 
Mo.  and  Rob.,  486.  (x)  Forteith  v,  E.  Fife,  1820,  2  Mur.,  468. 

(y)  Oliver,  1827,  Syme,  224,  (ar)  Dalison  v.  Stark,  1808,  4  Esp.,  168— R.  w. 

Tarrant,  1833,  6  Car.  and  Pa.,  182— R.  v.  Pressly,  1888,  ib.,  183— Maugham  v.  Hub- 
bard, 1828,  8  B.  and  C,  14.8 


8  Nor  can  such  a  document  be  recovered  by  a  diligence ;  Livingstone  v.  Dnnwoodie, 
I860,  22  D.,  1888. 
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by  the  minnte  prepared  on  the  occasion  (a).  But  the  proper  mode 
of  proving  snch  matters  is  by  the  oaths  of  persons  who  were  pre- 
sent, who  may  use^  the  minute  to  refresh  their  memories,  if  they 
were  engaged  in  its  preparation  (&).•  This  rule  applies  to  proceed- 
ings of  directors  of  joint-stock  companies ;  the  Act  which  allows 
these  to  be  proved  by  the  signed  minutes  having  been  designed  for 
extending  and  not  for  limiting  the  mode  of  proof  (c).  It  would 
seem,  however,  that  when  the  minutes  of  proceedings  form  part  of 
the  records  of  a  court  of  law,  as  minutes  of  meetings  of  creditors 
under  the  Sequestration  Acts,  they  are  the  only  admissible  proof  of 
ihe  res  gestae  (d), 

§  119.  We  have  already  seen  that  when  a  question  arises  be- 
tween a  society  and  a  third  party  as  to  the  terms  of  a  contract,  and 
where  his  adoption  of  the  contract  as  noted  in  the  society's  minute- 
book  IB  to  be  inferred  from  the  circumstances,  parole  of  the  terms 
of  the  transaction  is  excluded  (e).  In  such  a  case  the  question  is 
not  as  to  the  truth  of  the  minutes,  but  as  to  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract which  they  set  forth. 

§  120.     As  contrasted  with  the  case  last  noticed,  it  has  been 

(a)  So  mled  aa  to  the  proceedings  of  a  senatoB  academicus  ;  Hamilton  v.  Hope, 
1827,  4  Mur.,  289— and  of  road  trustees ;  M'Qhie  v.  M'Eirdy,  1850,  12  D.,  442.  The 
fattti  public  character  of  snch  bodies  seems  to  account  for  these  decisions,  which  are, 
with  defisrence,  thought  to  be  erroneous.  See  also  Ivison  v.  Edinburgh  Silk  Co.,  1846, 
9  D^  1089— and  i  111,  (m).  (h)  Eers  v.  Penman,  1830,  6  Mur.,  145— Ameil 

*.  BobertBon,  1848,  5  D.,  400— Mathers  p.  Lawrie,  1849, 12  D.,  488— Wilson  v.  Glasgow 
ft  &  Western  Co.,  1851, 14  D.,  1— Northern  Rail.  Co.  v.  Inglis,  1851, 18  D.,  1815. 

(c)  Korthem  By.  v,  IngUs,  ngara.  This  decision  was  pronounced  on  the  provisions 
of  tiie  English  Act  of  8  Yict.,  c.  16,  U  98,  99,  which  are  similar  to  those  of  the  Scotch 
Act  8  Tict,  c  17,  i  101.10  {d)  Smith  v,  Kemp,  1828,  4  Mur.,  404.    See  also 

}  111  («}.  («)  Whitford  v.  Tutin,  1884, 10  Bing.,  895,  tupra  i  118.    Compare 

case  nm  o.  Lindsay,  1847, 10  D.,  78. 


*  In  a  case  regarding  the  proceedings  of  a  provisional  committee  of  a  projected  rail- 
vaj,  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  observed, "  Minutes  of  meetings  by  parties  who  meet 
Id  delibetate  about  some  project  in  which  they  have  a  common  interest,  are  not  evidence 
at  an.  This  was  settled  in  the  case  of  Macartney  v,  Mackenzie,  which  has  ever  since 
been  followed  as  an  authoritative  judgment.  But  they  may  be  taken  as  adminicles  of 
svideDoe,  and  may,  along  with  other  evidence,  be  brought  forward  to  prove  the  pro- 
tmmAinf^  ai  the  meetings.  I  am  not  speaking  of  meetings  of  corporate  bodies,  or  of  any 
Aing  of  that  kind,  but  of  meetings  of  parties  met  to  deliberate  about  some  project 
«bid&  they  have  in  common.  A  person  may  be  put  into  the  box  to  depone  to  the  accu- 
of  a  noinnte  of  such  a  meeting ;  but  the  minute  itself  is  no  evidence  at  all,  and 
not  even  prove  the  presence  at  the  meeting  of  anybody  who  does  not  subscribe  it. 
by  «»^iHng  a  party  to  the  minute  a  witness,  it  may  be  established  who  were  pre- 
weai  at  the  meeting  ";  Johnston  v.  Scott,  1860,  22  D.,  898, 402— Macartney  v.  Macken- 
ne,  1831,  6  W.  and  S.,  504. 
M  19  and  20  Yict,  c.  47,  §  40. 

G 
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held  in  England  that  parole  of  the  terms  of  resolutions  which  have 
been  ostensibly  read  at  a  public  meeting  is  admissible  in  proving 
its  proceedings ;  because  the  question  is  not  what  does  the  paper 
contain,  but  what  was  the  resolution  proposed  verbally  to  the 
meeting ;  and  because  the  speaker  may  have  materially  deviated 
from  the  terms  of  the  paper  in  his  hand  (/).  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple, in  a  trial  for  administering  an  unlawful  oath,  the  terms  of  it 
were  allowed  to  be  proved  by  a  witness,  who  stated  that  he  believed 
the  accused  read  the  words  from  a  paper,  which  was  not  pro- 
duced (g). 

§  121.  The  rule  thus  illustrated  only  excludes  parole  evidence 
of  matters  set  forth  in  the  document,  and  therefore  collateral  facts 
relating  to  the  same  transaction  may  be  proved  by  witnesses,  if  in 
their  own  nature  they  admit  of  that  kind  of  proof.  For  example, 
where  a  written  contract  of  copartnery  only  authorised  certain 
branches  of  trade,  parole  was  admitted  to  prove  that  the  partners 
had  homologated  transactions  by  the  directors  in  another  branch  (A). 
So  in  an  English  case,  where  there  had  been  a  written  contract 
for  repairing  the  inside  of  a  house,  and  improvements  had 
been  made  on  the  outside,  the  contractor  suing  for  the  latter  as 
under  verbal  orders,  was  not  required  to  produce  the  written 
agreement  (i).  Thus  also  where  a  tenant  had  possessed  for  several 
years  xmder  a  missive,  which  did  not  mention  the  duration  of  the 
lease,  but  raised  the  inference  that  it  was  for  more  than  one  year, 
the  Court  of  Session  allowed  that  part  of  the  contract  to  be  proved 
by  witnesses  (A).  And  parole  proof  of  the  duration  was  admitted 
in  England,  where  the  tenant  held  under  written  rules,  which  were 
silent  on  the  point  (l)}^ 

On  the  same  principle,  a  tenant  may  prove  by  parole  the  fact 
of  his  occupation,  where  that  is  relevant  to  the  case,  because  the 
terms  of  his  written  lease  are  not  involved  (m).     And  one  who  sues 

(/)  R.  V.  Sheridan  and  Kirwan,  1811,  31  How  St.  Tr.,  678— R.  v,  O'Connell,  1848, 
separately  reported  by  Armstrong  and  Trevor,  286,  287.  (y)  R.  v,  Moore,  1806, 

6  East.,  421,  note.  (A)  Maxton  v.  Brown,  1889,  1  D.,  867.  (t)  Raid  v, 

Batte,  1829,  Moo.  and  Mai.,  418.    Compare  with  this  case  those  noted  above,  }  118,  (y). 

(*)  M'Leod  t>.  XJrquhart,  1808,  Hume,  D.,  840.  See  also  M'Rorie  v,  M'Whirter,  18th 
December  1810,  F.O. ;  and  Pollock  v.  M'Andrew,  1828,  7  S.,  1891 ;  infra,  J  166— See  also 
Duke  of  Athole  v.  Spankie,  noted  in  Hume  D.,  786.  (I)  Hay  v,  Moorhouse, 

1889,  6  Bing.  New  C,  62.  (m)  R.  v.  Holy  Trinity,  1821,  7  B.  and  C,  611— Doe 

V,  Harvey,  1882,  8  Bing,  289,  jv^r  cvnam— Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  1826,  4  Mur.,  8— 8ee 
Hutchison  «.  Ferrier,  1861, 18  D.,  887 ;  1  Macq.,  196. 


11  The  date  of  an  undated  bill  or  note  may  be  proved  by  parole.     But  a  bill  or  note 
issued  without  a  date  will  not  authorise  summary  diligence ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60, }  10. 
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certain  persons  as  members  of  a  copartnery  may  show  by  parole 
that  they  acted  as  such,  and  he  is  not  bound  to  put  in  evidence  the 
Written  contract  of  copartnery ;  because  its  provisions  are  collateral 
to  his  ground  of  action  (n).  On  this  principle  also,  where  prima 
fade  evidence  of  ownership  of  a  vessel  is  sufficient,  as  in  an  action 
of  damages  for  wrongous  arrestment,  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce 
the  registry  (p)P 

§  122.  From  these  rules  it  follows  that  a  party  who  objects  to 
parole,  on  the  ground  of  its  involving  the  terms  of  a  writing,  must 
shew  that  the  document  embraces  the  facts  which  the  witness  is 
tendered  to  prove ;  and  the  parole  proof  will  not  be  rejected  merely 

(a)  Aldezson  v.  Clay,  1816,  1  Starlde  R.,  405.  (o)  Snadon  v.  Stewart,  1819, 

2  Mnr.,  67.     See  also  Johnstone,  1829,  2  Al.,  507 ;  infra,  i  182. 


'^  The  foOowing  recent  decisions  will  farther  illustrate  the  principle  treated  of  in  the 
text>- 

A  tenant  under  a  written  lease^  hy  which  he  had  undertaken  to  keep  the  fences  in 
bis  faim  in  good  tenantable  condition,  pleaded  in  defence  that  when  he  signed  his  lease 
bis  kndloid  had  promised  to  fence  the  farm,  and  that  he  had  not  fulfilled  the  promise. 
Hekl  that  it  was  incompetent  to  prove  the  defence,  because  it  was  an  attempt  by  parole 
endence  to  engraft  a  condition  on  a  written  lease ;  Macgregor  v.  Strathallan,  1862, 
21 D^  1006. 

A  was  the  drawer  and  B  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  for  accommodation  of  C.    D,  as 

agent  for  all  the  parties,  drew  out  a  minute  of  agreement,  which  was  duly  executed ; 

Uie  agreement  set  forth  that  A  was  to  retire  the  bill  to  the  extent  of  one-fourth  of 

the  tarn  in  it,  and  B  to  the  extent  of  three-fourths ;  and  that  it  was  agreed  that  0 

w»8  to  give  A  an  heritable  security  for  the  one-fourth,  and  B  an  heritable  seeu- 

lity  for  the  three-fourths ;  and  that  C  had  accordingly  executed  these  bonds.    D,  the 

agent,  adT&nced  the  money  in  the  bill,  and  it  was  indorsed  and  handed  to  him.    B 

afterwards,  without  A*s  knowledge,  assigned  to  D  the  heritable  security  granted  to  him 

by  C.    B  and  C  both  became  bankrupt,  and  D,  the  agent,  charged  A  on  the  bUl.    A 

mpended,  and  averred  that  he  had  instructed  D,  as  his  agent,  to  procure  from  G  a  fall 

BKurity  for  all  his  (A's)  liabilities  under  the  bill,  and  that  D  had  failed  to  fulfil  these 

iaetrac^BB,  inasmuch  as  he  had  procured  a  security  to  the  extent  of  one-fourth  of  the  bill 

(mly ;  and  he  farther  pleaded,  that,  in  taking  from  B  the  assignation  to  his  security,  D 

bad  Yiolated  the  spirit  of  his  instructions  and  the  understanding  of  the  parties.    D 

pkaded  that  his  charge  could  be  resisted  only  by  proof  of  no  value  by  his  writ  or  oath ; 

aod  that  the  final  agreement  of  parties  was  to  be  found  in  the  agreement  only,  in  which 

it  was  stated  that  the  security  to  be  given  by  C  to  A  was  to  cover  only  the  one-fourth 

of  the  amount  in  the  bill.     But  the  Court  held,  that  as  A's  plea  resolved,  not  into  a  de- 

icace  of  no  value,  but  a  defence  grounded  on  D's  neglect  or  unskilful  performance  of 

frafeaaioQal  duty,  it  might  be  ^Toyed  prout  de  jvar%;  and  that  his  averment  as  to  the  in- 

afiraetions  given  to  his  agent  D  was  an  averment  of  a  contract  totally  distinct  from  that 

embodied  in  the  minute,  and  that  proof  of  it  was  therefore  not  excluded ;  M'Alister  v. 

Oemmel,  1862,  24  D.,  956.    This  judgment  has  been  affirmed  on  appeal,  March  1868. 

Ib  an  English  case,  evidence  to  show,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  a  deed,  that  it  was 
agreed  that  the  consideration  was  not  to  be  paid  in  money  but  satisfied  by  delivery  of 
goods,  was  rejected ;  but  evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  in  point  of  fact  goods  were 
inaatiafiaction  of  the  consideration;  Smith  o.  Battems,  1857, 26  L.  J.,Ezch.,  282. 

g2 
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on  suspicion  of  that  being  the  case  (p  ).  Accordingly  in  an  Eng- 
lish case  the  Court  refused  to  stop  the  examination  of  a  witness, 
who  stated  that  a  written  agreement  relating  to  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute had  been  produced  in  a  former  trial  between  the  same  plain- 
tiff and  defendant ;  but  that  he  did  not  know  its  contents,  or  who 
were  the  parties  to  it  (r).  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  witness  is  asked 
whether  a  certain  statement  was  made,  the  counsel  on  the  other 
side  may  require  that  he  be  first  asked  whether  it  was  made  in 
writing,  and  if  the  witness  answers  that  it  was,  the  examination 
will  not  be  allowed  to  proceed  («).^* 

§  123.  The  rule  thus  considered  not  only  excludes  parole  of 
the  terms  of  a  writing  as  a  whole,  and  a  detailed  statement  of  its 
contents,  but  also  every  question  which  involves  a  narrative  of  any 
matter  which  the  document  records.  Thus  it  has  been  held  incom- 
petent to  ask  a  witness  what  is  the  import  of  a  correspondence  (t), 
or  the  nature  of  an  action  (u)y  who  is  the  granter  of  a  written 
lease  (x),  or  the  acceptor  of  a- bill  (y),  or  whether  decree  was  ob- 
tained in  a  certain  action  («),  or  what  is  the  extent  of  jurisdiction 
under  the  titles  of  a  burgh  (a),  whether  certain  names  are  in 

(p)  Thifl  principle  is  illnstrated  by  the  case  of  Thorn  o.  N.  British  Bank,  1850,  18 
D.,  184,  tupra,  i  77.  (r)  Wood  v.  Morris,  1810, 12  East.,  287.  (a)  The 

Queen's  case,  1820,  2  Brod.  and  Bing.,  292.  (t)  Gibson  v.  Anderson,  1846,  9 

D.,  1.  (u)  Stewart  v.  Bnchanan,  1816, 1  Mur.,  88.  (x)  Innes  v.  Lord 

Peterborongh's  Exec,  1828,  4  Mup.,  488.  (y)  M*Nab  v.  Telfer,  1821,  2  Mur., 

481.    But  parole  seems  admissible  to  prove  who  retired  a  bill ;  S.  G. 

(z)  Dicksons  o.  Ponton,  1824,  8  Mur.,  440.  (a)  Johnstones  v.  Mag.  of  Kil- 

renny,  1828,  6  S.,  620. 


IS  At  the  trial  of  an  action  for  relief  of  a  call  on  bank  shares,  on  the  ground  of  a  sale 
of  the  shares,  by  intervention  of  stock-brokers,  by  the  pursuer  to  the  defender,  the  ques- 
tion occurred  whether  a  suJQScient  transfer  of  the  shares  had  been  offered  to  the  defen- 
der. The  pursuer's  stock-broker  deponed,  "  There  are  printed  rules  as  to  transfers,  and 
these  guide  our  practice  ;'*  and  in  respect  of  the  existence  of  these  printed  rules,  the 
defender  objected  to  the  question,  Whether  the  transfer  tendered  was  "  in  ordinary  terms 
and  according  to  your  practice,  and  was  it  tendered  according  to  your  practice  ?"  But 
the  Court,  affirming  the  ruling  of  Lord  Ardmillan,  the  presiding  judge,  held  that  the 
question  was  competent,  because,  although  it  was  proved  that  these  were  rules,  it  had 
not  been  proved  that  these  rules  regulated  either  the  terms  of  transfers  or  the  mode  of 
tendering  them.  The  Lord  President  (M'Neill)  was  not  prepared  to  say  whether,  even  if 
there  had  been  such  proof,  parole  evidence  of  practice  would  have  been  excluded ;  Rait  v. 
Primrose,  1869,  21  D.,  965.  But  where,  in  a  question  as  to  a  partnership  between  the 
pursuer  and  her  brother,  it  was  proved  that  there  had  been  a  written  contract  of  oo- 
partnery,  not  probative,  but  validated  by  ret  interventiu;  the  question,  "  What  was  your 
share  in  the  copartnery  ?"  was  held  incompetent,  though  there  had  been  no  express 
proof  that  the  interests  of  the  partners  was  provided  for  in  the  contract ;  Clark  v,  Clark's 
Trustees,  1860,  28  D.,  74. 
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the  commission  of  the  peace  (b),  or  whether  a  certain  vessel  is 
entered  in  the  registry  (c).  So  parole  is  admissible  to  prove  when 
a  oertain  apprenticeship  was  entered  on,  but  not  the  date  of  the 
written  indenture  (d),  A  witness  may  be  asked  whether  a  letter 
was  written  and  sent  by  one  person  to  another,  and  whether  the 
witness  made  a  copy  of  it,  but  not  what  the  letter  or  copy  contain- 
ed (e) ;  and  it  is  competent  to  inquire  whether  the  witness  was 
asked  to  become  cautioner  for  a  party,  and  agreed  to  do  so,  but  not 
whether  he  took  from  the  principal  debtor  a  written  obligation  in 
oertain  terms  (/).  A  witness  may  be  asked  if  a  certain  action 
was  brought,  but  not  by  whom  it  was  brought,  when  that  is  mate- 
rial to  the  issue  (g) ;  and  it  is  competent  to  examine  him  as  to 
whether  certain  operation's  were  discontinued,  but  not  to  ask 
whether  they  were  interrupted  by  an  interdict  (A).  Nor  may  a 
witness  even  be  asked  what  he  stated  in  certain  letters  written 
by  himself,  which  might  have  been  produced  (t). 

§  124.  A  document,  however,  has  frequently  to  be  mentioned 
to  a  witness  with  the  view  of  asking  him  a  competent  question  re- 
garding ity  as  in  some  of  the  cases  noticed  in  the  preceding 
section.  When  this  is  done,  the  document  should  be  described 
generally,  so  as  to  identify  it  to  the  witness ;  but  the  particular 
point  of  it  which  is  involved  in  the  issue  should,  if  possible,  be 
avoided.  The  Court  will  not  allow  the  question  to  be  put  in  a  form 
which  involves  a  statement  of  the  contents  of  the  document ;  as 
where  a  witness  is  asked  whether  he  wrote  a  letter  in  certain 
specified  terms,  or  whether  he  carried  a  letter  agreeing  to  refer 
certain  matters  to  arbitration  (J). 

§.  125.  In  general  the  exclusion  of  parole  where  there  is  written 
evidence  applies  to  examinations  in  cross  as  well  as  in  chief  (k). 
But  when  the  cross-examination  only  follows  up  the  examination 
in  chief,  questions,  otherwise  inadmissible,  will  be  allowed,  if  they 
are  necessary  in  order  to  prevent  the  jury  drawing  a  wrong  infer- 
ence as  to  a  docmnent  to  which  the  witness  has  referred.  Thus  one 
who  deponed  that  he  received  a  certain  decree  was  allowed  to  be 

(h)  Cooper  V,  Mackintoah,  1828,  8  Mar.,  859.  (e)  Snadon  v,  Stewart,  1819, 

2  Mar.,  68.  (d)  Spence  v.  Howden,  1819,  ib.,  169.  (0)  MiUer  v,  Moffat, 

1820,  2  Mnr.,  81S— Whyte  v,  Claxk,  1817, 1  Mur.,  241.  (/)  Clark  v.  Thomson, 

1816, 1  Mnr.,  166.  Qf)  Smith  o.  Puller,  1820,  2  Mnr.,  846.  (A)  Welsh 

9.  Stewart,  1818, 1  Mur.,  404.  (t)  Aitchiaon  v.  Bobertson,  1846,  9  D.,  16. 

C/)  Peter  p.  Terrol,  1818,  2  Mur.,  80.  {k)  Greig  v.  Edmonstone,  1826,  4 

Mir.,  70— Boee  v.  GoUan,  1816, 1  Mur.,  84.  But  see  M'Cracken  v,  Pearson,  1821,  2 
Mnr.,  563. 
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asked  its  date  (I),  and  a  witness  who  said  he  had  discovered  certain 
heritable  bonds  over  an  estate,  was  allowed  to  be  asked  whose 
subscriptions  they  bore  (m).  On  the  same  principle,  where  ^.  party 
objected  to  a  witness  being  asked  on  re-examination  if  he  had  lodged 
in  Court  a  minute  agreeing  to  make  a  certain  payment  in  conse- 
quence of  consent  of  the  parties,  the  question  was  admitted  with  a 
view  to  explaining  an  answer  given  on  cross-examination  (n), 

§  126.  When  parole  is  inadmissible  on  account  of  there  being 
written  evidence  of  the  facts,  a  note  taken  by  a  witness  who  heard 
the  document  read  is  incompetent  (o). 

§  127.  It  is  generelly  pars  judicis  in  the  Court,  or  in  the  com- 
missioner taking  the  proof,  to  prevent  parole  evidence  of  the  con- 
tents of  documents  from  being  received  (p  ).  But  while  this  ought 
to  be  observed  when  the  matter  is  important  to  the  issue,  or  in- 
volves a  detailed  statement  of  the  terms  of  a  document,  it  ought 
not  to  be  rigorously  enforced  when  the  fact  is  incidental  and  easily 
remembered. 

§  128.  There  are  a  few  exceptions  to  the  rule  which  has  thus 
been  considered: — 

Witnesses  are  admissible  to  prove  a  custom  either  of  a  number 
of  persons  or  of  an  individual,  although  each  instance  stands  upon 
writing,  and  could  not  be  proved  as  a  specific  fact  except  by  writ- 
ing. For  example,  the  general  practice  over  an  estate,  to  require 
the  tenants  to  reside  on  their  farms,  was  allowed  to  be  proved  by- 
witnesses,  although  parole  evidence  of  a  clause  of  residence  in  an 
individual  lease  was  rejected  (r).  The  general  price  of  freeholds 
in  a  county  at  a  particular  time  was  allowed  to  be  proved  by 
parole ;  whereas  the  price  paid  in  a  particular  instance  could  not  be 
shown  without  the  deed  of  sale  («).  And  although  the  premium 
in  a  certain  contract  of  insurance  cannot  be  proved  without  the 
policy,  parole  of  the  general  rate  of  insurance  at  the  time  was  held 
to  be  competent  (t).  On  the  same  principle,  witnesses  were  re- 
ceived in  an  English  case  to  prove  that  William  Spencer  was  in  the 
habit  of  accepting  bills  drawn  on  James  Spencer  and  Company  (u). 
And  there  is  an  old  Scotch  case  where  it  was  held  competent  to 


(0  Cleland  u.  Weir,  1835,  18  8.,  1143.  (m)  Pearson  ».  Walker,  1886, 18  S., 

1138.  (n)  Fowler  v.  Paul,  1821,  2  Mur.,  440.    The  report  does  not  mention  the 

answer  given  on  cross-examination.  (o)  Wilson  v.  Kirkwood,  1822,  8  Mur.,  199. 

(p)  Morton  v.  Hunter  and  Co.,  1880,  4  W.  S.,  879,  388.  (r)  Dabdel  v,  D. 

Queensberry's  Execrs.,  1825,  4  Mnr.,  14.  («)  Graham  v,  Westenra,  1827,  4 

Mur.,  294.  (0  Bertrams  r.  Barry,  1818,  1  Mur..  346.  (m)  Spencer  r. 

Billing,  1812,  8  Camp.,  810. 


I  130.  NOT  PROVEABLE  BY  PAROLE.  103 

pioye  by  witnesses  that  a  certain  notary  was  in  the  practice  of 
giving  sasines  as  Sheriff-clerk  (to). 

§  129.  It  would  seem  that  the  rule  which  excludes  parole  of 
the  contents  of  documents  is  also  relaxed,  where  the  evidence  is  the 
result  of  an  inspection  of  numerous  books  or  papers,  which  could 
not  be  conveniently  examined  in  Court  (x).  But  while  matters  of 
pure  fact — as  a  mode  in  which  books  were  kept  and  their  being 
vitiated  (y),  the  state  of  accounts  between  the  parties  (z),  the  sol- 
Tency  of  a  party  at  a  certain  date  (a),  and  the  like — may  be  proved 
in  this  manner,  a  witness  will  not  be  allowed  to  state  the  impres- 
sion which  he  has  received  as  to  the  conduct  or  feelings  of 
individuals  to  whom  the  papers  relate  (6).  The  reason  for  this 
distinction  is,  that  such  matters  do  not  require  to  be  investigated 
by  a  skilled  witness,  but  fall  peculiarly  within  the  province  of  the 
juiy  who  should  be  kept  from  the  risk  of  bias  by  the  opinion  which 
a  witness  may  have  formed  (perhaps  erroneously)  upon  the  question. 
Nor  is  such  evidence  of  impression  admissible  in  regard  to  docu- 
ments which  the  witness  has  destroyed ;  the  proper  course  in  that 
case  being  to  prove  the  contents  of  the  documents  by  secondary 
evidence,  and  leave  the  jury  to  draw  their  own  inference  from 
them  (c). 

1 130.  A  witness  may  be  asked  whether  he  has  been  convicted 
of  a  crime  which  affects  his  credibility,  although  the  answer  in- 
volves the  terms  of  a  judicial  record  (rf).  The  reason  is,  that  one 
who  has  examined  a  witness  on  the  footing  of  his  evidence  being 
credible  cannot  plead  that  it  is  incredible  on  a  point  so  simple  and 
80  completely  within  the  knowledge  of  the  witness.  Besides,  the 
party  who  states  the  objection  can  seldom  be  prepared  vrith  writ- 
ten evidence  to  prove  it.  But,  when  infamy  was  pleaded  under 
the  former  law  as  a  ground  for  excluding  the  vntness,  it  could  not 
be  proved  without  the  extract  conviction ;  otherwise  an  unwilling 
witness  might  have  escaped  from  giving  evidence,  by  pretending 
that  he  had  been  convicted  of  a  disqualifying  crime  (c). 


(»)  L.  Huntly  v.  L.  Forbes,  1619,  M.,  12,449.  (z)  2  Al.,  609—1  Starkie, 

Wa-l  Phil.,  438— Taylor,  826.  (y)  CampbeU  ».  CampbeU,  1834. 12  S.,  678. 

(0  Boberte  v.  Doxon,  1797,  Pea.  C,  88.  (a)  Meyer  v.  Seften,  1817,  2  StarWe 

^t  274.  In  Bowe  v.  Brenton,  1828,  3  Man.  and  By.,  212,  a  witness  was  allowed  to  be 
uked  the  result  of  his  examination  of  certain  old  records,  in  order  to  prove  that  they 
(on^esponded  in  substance  with  one  which  had  been  read.  (b)  Topham  v. 

M*Giegor,  1844, 1  Car.  and  Kir.,  320.  (c)  Topham  v,  M'Gregor,  supra. 

{i)  Henderson,  1888,  Bell's  Notes,  266— Thomson,  1842,  ib.— Johnstone,  1846,  2 
Bnmn,  401— Cases  in  BeU's  Notes,  266.  (e)  2  Hnme,  866—2  Al.,  448— Tait, 

^.  See  amtra,  Scott  r.  M'Gavin,  1821,  2  Mar.,  490— Smith,  1829, 1  De.  and  And.,  188. 
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In  England,  the  relaxation  of  the  strict  rule  in  examinations  in 
initialibua  (on  the  voire  dire)  has  been  more'  general :  so  that  if  the 
witness  discloses  any  document  affecting  his  competency,  he  may 
be  examined  and  cross-examined  as  to  its  contents  (/),  unless  the 
writing  is  in  Court ;  in  which  case  it  must  be  produced  in  order  to 
prove  its  terms  (g).  Questions  of  this  nature  arose  chiefly  upon 
the  objection  of  interest,  before  recent  statutes  had  abolished  that 
ground  of  exclusion. 

§  131.  The  patent  nature  of  the  fact  that  a  person  holds  a 
public  office^  and  the  strong  presimiption  arising  from  the  undis* 
turbed  exercise  of  his  functions,  render  it  unnecessary  to  prove  the 
fact  by  his  written  appointment  (A).  Where,  however,  his  right 
is  put  directly  in  issue,  the  written  title  requires  to  be  produced.^* 

§  132.  A  witness  may  be  examined  upon  a,  factum  proprium  of 
a  simple  nature  and  arising  incidentally  in  the  cause,  although 
there  may  be  written  evidence  of  it,  for  there  is  little  or  no  risk  of 
his  being  mii^taken  upon  such  a  matter  (t).  Thus  a  witness  may 
be  asked  how  long  he  was  at  home  on  furlough,  without  the  party 
producing  the  regimental  books  (j)  ;  and  whether  he  agreed  to  ac- 
cept, and  received  a  certain  sum  per  pound  as  composition  for  his 
debt  (i);  and  whether  an  action  was  raised  by  him  or  against  him 
for  a  certain  claim  (Z).  So  in  a  prosecution  for  theft,  where  the 
proprietor  of  the  stolen  goods  has  right  to  them  under  a  written 
title,  his  oath  is  competent  evidence  of  ownership,  both  on  the 
ground  thus  noticed  and  because  it  is  enough  for  the  prosecutor  to 
prove  that  the  goods  were  in  the  lawful  possession  of  the  person 
from  whom  they  were  stolen  (m).     In  all  such  cases,  however,  the 

(/)  Taylor,  826—1  Phil.,  154.  (ff)  Taylor,  ib.— Phil.,  ib.  (A)  2  Al.. 

607— Banbury  v.  Matthews,  1844, 1  Car.  and  Kir.,  880—1  Phil.,  48^— Taylor,  112,  824, 
But  see  §  111,  (n).  (t)  See  supra,  i  180.  (j)  Millar  v.  Eraser,  1826,  4 

Miir.,  119.  {k)  Combe  v.  Hossack,  1826,  4  Mur.,  62.  (t)  Dicksons  t». 

Ponton,  1824,  8  Miir.,  440    Smith  v.  Puller,  1820,  2  Mur.,  846.  (m)  Johnstone, 

1829,  noted  in  2  AL,  507. 


J*  In  a  proceeding  for  reoovery  of  Crown-rents,  which  depended  for  its  validity  on  a 
certificate  which  required,  under  statute,  to  be  granted  by  an  officer  of  the  revenue,  it 
was  held  proved  that  the  party  who  signed  the  certificate  was  an  officer  of  the  revenue, 
although  his  appointment  was  not  produced,  and  although  he  was  not  examined  aa  a 
witness.  In  a  question  of  fact  whether  a  person  who  performs  an  act,  was  entitled  to 
perform  it  as  a  public  officer,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  he  was  de  facto  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  office ;  Borthwick  v.  Lord  Advocate,  1862, 1  Macpherson  Bep.,  94,  per  L.  J.-C. 
Inglia— Lord  Adv.  v.  M'Leod,  1868,  8  Irv.,  79— Ix)rd  Adv.  v.  Smith  and  Milne,  1869, 
8  Irv.,  607,  ante,  ?  16,  note  24. 
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strict  rale  Bhould  only  be  relaxed  where  the  fact  arises  incidentally, 
or  in  a  subordinate  branch  of  the  cause.  Where  it  is  the  question 
directly  in  issue,  the  appropriate  written  evidence  of  it  will  be  re- 
quired (n). 

§  133.  It  has  been  held  in  England  that  in  trials  for  conspi- 
racy, rioting,  and  the  like,  the  inscriptions  and  devices  on  the  ban- 
ners displayed  by  the  conspirators  may  be  proved  by  parole  (o). 
The  reason  is,  that  these  inscriptions  are  the  public  expression  of 
the  objects  of  the  assembly ;  they  have  rather  the  character  of 
speeches  than  writings,  and  are  short  and  easily  remembered;  where- 
as, if  the  banners  themselves  had  to  be  produced,  it  would  often  be 
necessary  to  trace  them  through  a  number  of  different  hands ;  and 
that  investigation  (which  would  involve  parole  of  their  contents  by 
way  of  identification)  would,  in  general,  be  impossible  from  the  na^ 
tore  of  the  case.  On  the  same  principle,  in  the  trial  of  Daniel 
(XConneU,  the  prosecutor  was  allowed  to  prove  by  parole  the  terms 
of  printed  placards,  which  had  been  posted  up  in  the  locality  of 
an  assemblage  on  the  day  on  which  it  took  place,  and  the  mottoes 
on  an  arch  thrown  over  one  of  the  streets ;  and  the  objection  that 
it  had  not  been  shewn  by  whom  the  placards  on  the  arch  had  been 
put  up  was  repelled.  But  the  evidence  would  not  have  been  re- 
ceived unless  there  had  been  proof  that  there  was  an  assemblage  of 
people  on  the  occasion  (p). 

The  rules  as  to  admitting  parole  of  lost  documents  are  consider- 
ed afterwards  (r). 


GHAFFZB  IV.— OP  THE  ADMISBIBILITT  OP  COPIES  AND  EXCERPTS. 

S  134.  Another  application  of  the  rule  which  requires  the  best 
evidence  is,  that  when  a  docimient  is  in  existence  and  accessible,  it 
must  be  produced,  and  a  copy  or  excerpt  from  it  will  not  be  ad- 
zaitted  («).  The  ground  for  this  strictness  obviously  is,  that  copies 
are  often  inaccurate  from  inadvertence,  that  admitting  them  would 
afford  opportunities  for  misleading  the  jury,  and  that  a  party  is  most 

0»)  2  AL,  607.  (o)  B.  v.  Hunt,  1820,  8  B.  and  Aid.,  666— Sheridan  and  Kir- 

aw,  1811,  81  How  St.  Tr.,  678— Bedford  v.  Birley,  1822,  8  Starkie  B.,  06—8 
Et.,  1174— Taylor,  297.  (/))  B.  v.  O'Connell,  1848,  eeparate  report, 

.    Bat  see  B.  9.  Ooppul,  2  East.,  26.  (r)  Infra,  {  148,  a  seq, 

(«)  finmett,  59»— 2  Al.,  606- Taylor,  280. 
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likely  to  tender  such  secondary  evidence  in  order  to  gain  an  impro- 
per advantage  from  a  discrepancy  between  it  and  the  original  docu- 
ment. Excerpts  are  subject  to  the  additional  objection  that,  being 
selected  ex  parte^  they  are  likely  to  create  a  different  impression 
from  that  which  the  whole  document  would  produce.  For  these 
cogent  reasons  the  rule  has  been  applied  strictly,  so  as  to  exclude 
not  only  copies  made  incidentally,  but  also  those  which  are  authen- 
ticated by  notaries  (^),  or  sworn  to  be  correct  {u) ;  and  even  copies 
taken  before  a  Commissioner  of  Court  are  rejected  (x),  except  in 
the  special  cases  noticed  afterwards.  A  party  wiU  not  render  the 
copy  admissible  by  tendering  the  principal  in  order  that  they  may 
be  collated  {y)  ;  because  the  principal  should  have  been  lodged  in 
time  for  inspection,  as  well  as  for  comparison  with  the  copy  (2).^ 

§  136.  In  regard  to  admissibility,  all  signed  duplicates  are 
principals  (a).  So  the  statutory  duplicate  of  the  minute-book  in 
a  sequestration  is  admissible  to  prove  the  proceedings  (6),  but 
neither  of  the  duphcates  is  evidence  of  docimients  engrossed  in 
them  (c).  So  where  the  possession  in  issue  has  followed  upon  a 
copy,  as  where  a  tenant  has  possessed  on  a  copy  of  his  lease,  the 
copy  of  it  is  admissible,  being  his  title  of  possession  (d).  But 
where  the  question  was,  whether  certain  deeds  bearing  the  signa- 
ture of  the  late  Earl  of  Fife  (who  was  blind)  were  genuine,  a  char- 
tulary  which  had  been  prepared  and  kept  by  the  grantor's  man  of 


{t)  stair,  4,  2,  8— Tait,  214.  («)  Clark  v.  Thomson,  1816, 1  Mur.,  168— 

Paris  v.  Smith,  1823,  8  Mur.,  836~Soiith  Metropolitan  Oas  Co.  v.  M.  Lothian,  1838, 
Macf.  R.,  18— Kay  v,  Bodger,  1882,  10  S.,  831— Summers  v,  Fairservice,  1842,  4  D., 
847.  In  Stevenson  v.  Macpherson,  1827,  4  Mur.,  276,  a  copy  admitted  on  record  to  he 
a  true  copy  was  rejected.  This  decision  would  probahly  not  be  repeated.  In  Clark  9. 
Thomson,  supra,  the  admissions  in  the  pleadings  were  not  allowed  to  be  read  as  proving 
the  contents  of  a  bond.  But  an  opposite  decision  was  pronounced  in  Pearson  u.  Walker, 
1835,  18  S.,  1138.  (x)  Henderson  v,  Robb  and  Others,  1838,  Macf.  R.,  171 ;  per 

Lord  President  in  Thorn  ».  N.  British  Bank,  1850, 13  D.,  134.    See  infra,  I  140. 

(y)  Henderson  v.  Robb,  supra — Carricks  t>.  Saunders,  1850, 12  D.,  922. 

(2)  In  civil  jury  trials  all  documents  must  be  lodged  eight  days  before  the  trial ;  Act 
of  Sederunt,  16th  Feb.  1841,  J  19.i  (a)  R.  v.  Castteton,  1796,  6  Durf.  and  East, 

286— Alivon  v.  Fumival,  1834, 1  Cromp.  Mee.  and  Roscoe,  292— See  this  strikingly  il- 
lustrated in  the  E.  Strathmore  v.  E.  Strathmore's  Tr.,  1837,  15  S.,  449 ;  affirmed  1  Rob. 
Ap.,  189.  (h)  Hunter  v.  Carson,  1822,  3  Mur.,  232— Stephenson  v,  Macpherson, 

1827,  4  Mur.,  275.  (c)  Smith  w.  Mackay,  1836,  18  S.,  323. 

((Q  Williamson  v.  Fraser,  1834,  12  S.,  466— Carruthers  v.  Thomson,  1886, 14  S^ 
464.    See  Whitford  v.  Tutin,  1834, 10  Ring.,  396. 


1  Production  of  extracts  of  recorded  deeds,  eight  days  before  the  trial,  is  sufficient 
compliance  with  the  Act  of  Sederunt;  Maclean  v.  Maclean's  Trustees,  1861,  23  D.,  1262. 
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bomiess  was  held  inadmissible  to  prove  that  his  Lordship  had 
granted  a  certain  deed  there  recorded,  and  had  signed  it  with  his 
own  hand  (c).  When  deeds  are  executed  in  counter-part,  each 
party  signing  the  copy  delivered  to  the  other,  each  copy  is  in  Eng- 
land held  to  be  primary  evidence  against  the  subscriber  (/),  but 
only  secondary  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  counter-part  (g).  In 
an  old  Scotch  case  where  both  counter-parts  bore  a  certain  margi- 
nal addition,  which  in  the  copy  held  by  A  was  signed  by  him,  and 
bore  a  faint  trace  of  another  signature,  and  which  in  the  copy  held 
by  B  was  signed  by  A  but  not  by  B  himself,  the  Court  sustained  it 
against  B,  on  the  ground  that  his  holding  the  copy  with  the  addi- 
tion nncancelled  shewed  in  the  circumstances  that  it  formed  part 
of  the  contract  (A).^ 

§  136.  It  is  held  in  England  that  the  bought  and  sold  notes 
which  a  broker  delivers  to  the  contracting  parties  are  primary  evi- 
dence, and  must  be  produced  or  accounted  for  before  recourse  can 
be  had  to  the  broker's  book,  from  which  the  notes  were  made 
up  («).  When  one  party  wishes  to  enforce  the  contract,  it  is  enough 
for  him  to  put  in  evidence  the  note  which  he  holds ;  whereupon  the 
other  party  must  prove  any  discrepancy  which  he  may  allege  to 
exist  between  it  and  the  other  note  (h).  It  is  still  an  open  question, 
whether  in  the  event  of  disagreement  between  the  notes  the 
broker's  book  can  be  resorted  to  (I).  It  may  be  used  where  notes 
were  not  exchanged  (m). 

(«)  E.  Fife  V.  E.  Fife's  Tr.,  1816, 1  Mur.,  107.  (/)  Roe  v.  Davia,  1806,  7 

East,  SeS^Panl  v.  Meek,  1828,  2  Y.  and  Jer.,  116— Burleigh  v.  Stibbs,  1798,  6  Dnrf. 
aad  S^  465— Taylor,  302.  (g)  Doe  v.  Boss,  1840,  7  Mee.  and  Wei.,  102— HaU  v. 

Ban,  1841,  3  Scott  New  Ser.,  677— Munn  v,  Godbold,  1826,  8  Bing.,  292, 11  B.  Moore, 
49,  S.  C.  Being  secondary  eyidence,  it  will  be  admitted  although  unstamped ;  Munn 
t.  Godbold,  supra — Paul  v.  Meek,  tupra.  As  to  stcunps  for  counter-parts  of  leases,  see 
16  «kd  17  Vict,  c.  69,  {  12.  (A)  Smith  v.  D.  Qordon,  1701,  M.,  16,987. 

(0  Goom  p.  Aflalo,  1826,  6  B.  and  C,  117— Thornton  v.  Meuz,  1827,  Moo.  and  MaL, 
43— Haves  o.  Forster,  1884,  1  Mo.  and  Rob.,  868— Taylor,  299.  {k)  Hawes  v. 

Faster,  stq/ra,  (Q  See  Townend  v.  Drakeford,  1848, 1  Car.  and  Kir.,  20 — 

Gngscm  v.  Buck,  1848,  4  Ad.  and  EL,  New  Ga.,  787,  747— Thornton  v.  Charles,  1842, 
9  Me.  and  WeL,  802 ;  contra  Baron  Parke's  opinion  in  the  case  last  noted.  See  Taylor, 
90O«  (m)  Townend  v.  Drakeford,  «t^a— Pitts  t;.  Beckell,  1846, 18  Me.  and 

WeL,  746,  per  Baron  Parke. 


'  See  Grant  v,  Sinclair,  1861,  28  D.,  796,  in  which,  when  two  copies  of  a  lease  were 
Bade,  neither  of  them  duly  attested,  and  the  one  was  kept  by  the  landlord  and  the 
by  the  tenant,  the  landlord's  copy  bore  that  there  was  to  be  a  break  at  the  end  of 
yean,  and  the  Court  indicated  an  opinion  that  that  meant  a  break  optional  to 
eifher  party ;  but  the  tenant's  copy,  which  in  some  other  respects  differed  from  that  of 
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§  137.  When  a  register  is  made  up  from  a  day-book  or  scroll, 
the  fair  copy  is  in  England  held  to  constitute  the  register  (n).  Bat 
in  this  country  the  Court  will  probably  require  both  to  be  pro- 
duced (o),  unless  the  original  scroll  has  been  lost. 

§  138.  All  copies  printed  from  the  same  composition  of  typea 
are  primary  evidence  of  each  other  {p).  But  an  impression  taken 
in  a  copying  press  from  a  written  document  has  been  rejected  in 
England  (r).*  Lithographic  copies  cannot  (except  of  consent)  be 
handed  to  the  jury  in  questions  of  identification  of  handwriting  ; 
for,  however  skilfully  they  may  have  been  prepared,  they  ahnost 
always  bear  marks  of  constraint,  showing  that  they  were  drawn 
slowly  and  in  fragments  of  letters  at  a  time,  instead  of  being  writ- 
ten continuously,  like  ordinary  handwriting  («). 

§  139.  A  party  is  sometimes  barred  by  personal  exception 
from  objecting  to  a  copy  being  received  against  him,  as  where  it 
had  been  made  by  himself  from  his  own  letter-book,  neither  the 
original  letter  nor  the  letter-book  being  in  the  hands  of  the  other 
party  {t).  So  the  copy  of  an  interlocutor  engrossed  in  a  bill  of 
advocation  was  allowed  to  be  used  against  the  advocator,  as  it  had 
been  prepared  deliberately,  and  founded  on  judicially  by  him  («). 
And  on  the  same  principle  where  the  terms  of  an  indenture  were 
in  issue,  letters  of  homing  by  the  one  party,  and  letters  of  suspen- 
sion by  the  other,  in  both  of  which  the  deed  was  narrated,  were 
received  in  proof  of  its  terms;  but  the  presiding  judge  observed 
that  the  original  should  have  been  produced  (x).  And  whether 
the  copy  has  been  prepared  by  a  party  or  not,  yet  if  he  has  founded 

(n)  May  v.  May,  1787,  2  Stnmge,  1078— Lee  v,  Meeoock,  1805,  5  Esp.,  177—1  Star- 
kie,  248.  (o)  See  Sturrock  v.  Greig,  1849, 12  D.,  166— Mathers  v.  Lawrie,  ib., 

488.  {p)  B.  V.  Watflon,  1817,  82  How  St.  Tr.,  82,  86 ;  2  Starkie  R.,  129,  S.  C. 

— Hardy*8  Oaae,  1821, 1  Green's  Trea.  Tr.,  228.  (r)  Nodin  v.  Murray,  1812,  8 

Gamp.,  228,  per  Lord  Ellenborough.  («)  Kingan  v,  Watson,  1828,  4  Mur.,  494^ — 

E.  Fife  o.  £.  Fife's  Tr.,  1816,  1  Mnr.,  108— They  seem  to  be  admissible  of  consent; 
flampbrey's  case,  1889,  reported  by  Swint.,  117.    See  contra,  E.  Fife  v.  Fife's  Tr.,  nipra. 

{t)  GaU  V.  Watt,  1827,  4  Mur.,  819.  (t«)  Cadzow  v.  Wilson,  1880,  5  Mnr.,  102. 

(a:)  Peter  v,  Terrol,  1818,  2  Mur.,  80. 


the  landlord,  bore  on  the  margin  that  the  break  wsa  to  be  cptional  to  the  tenant.  The 
Gonrt,  on  considering  a  proof,  and  concluding  on  the  proof  that  the  addition  was  made 
with  the  sanction  of  the  landlord's  factor,  gave  effect  to  the  tenant's  copy. 

s  In  a  trial  for  murder  the  Court  (Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope  dissenting)  admitted  a 
copy  taken  by  a  copying-press  of  a  letter  from  the  deceased  to  the  accused ;  holding' 
that,  although  the  original  was  not  found  in  possession  of  the  accused,  the  fact  that  it 
was  copied  in  a  copying-press  raised  a  presumption  that  it  was  sent ;  Lord  AdTocate  tr. 
Madeline  Smith,  1867,  2  Ir\\,  696. 
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on  it  in  the  cause,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  object  to  the  other 
party  doing  so  likewise. 

J 140.  When  insisting  on  the  production  of  the  original  docu- 
ments would  occasion  loss  of  evidence,  the  rule  above  illustrated  is 
relaxed,  and  copies  or  excerpts  taken  at  the  sight  of  a  Commis- 
Honer  of  Court  at  a  diet  duly  intimated  to  the  parties  are  admitted. 
This  procedure  is  necessary  where  documents  are  in  the  hands  of 
persons  residing  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  who  refuse 
to  deliver  them  up  {y).  The  same  practice  is  followed  where  great 
inconyenience  would  arise  to  the  persons  to  whom  the  original 
documents  belong,  if  they  were  obliged  to  surrender  them  for  pro- 
duction before  and  at  the  trial.  Thus  the  Court  admit  excerpts 
from  cess  books,  the  originals  being  required  for  carrying  on  the 
hrinessof  the  office  («),  and  excerpts  from  the  books  of  a  public 
company,  which  are  in  daily  use  in  the  company's  business  (a). 
And  there  is  ground  both  in  principle  and  practice  for  extending 
the  rule  to  books  of  private  mercantile  companies  and  individuals  ; 
whose  business  ought  not  to  be  impeded  by  depriving  them  of  their 
loob  (6).  This  procedure  is  also  competent  where  books  or  docu- 
ments contain  entries  of  a  private  character  which  do  not  affect 
the  case,  and  which  the  haver  is  entitled  to  keep  from  the  public 
eye.  The  party  who  leads  the  proof  has  no  interest  or  concern 
with  these  entries,  and  the  only  way  in  which  he  can  get  them  se- 
parated from  the  others  is  by  means  of  excerpts  taken  before  a 
Commissioner,  This  is  especially  the  case  when  the  issue  concerns 
only  the  party's  own  dealings  with  the  company  or  merchant  (c). 
The  rule  was  also  applied  to  a  draft  minute  which  was  bound  up 
with  other  drafts  prepared  in  the  office  of  the  haver  (a  law  agent)  in 
wanection  with  the  business  of  his  other  clients  (rf). 

But  copies  and  excerpts  taken  on  commission  are  only  admitted 
^  grounds  such  as  those  above  set  forth ;  the  general  rule  exclud- 
ing them  where  the  originals  can  be  produced  without  unnecessary 
inconyenience  (e). 

§  141.    It  is  not  the  oath  of  the  haver  in  the  Commissioner's 

(y)  Bichardson  .  Forbes,  1S60, 22  Sc.  Jnr.,  481— Alivon  v,  Fumiyal,  1884, 1  Giomp. 
^  tnd  Bot.,  279,  291.    See  §  146.  (2)  Maddntoeh  v.  Grant,  1829,  8  S.,  184. 

(«)  DoDaldaon  v.  Manchester  Ins.  Ck).,  1888, 11  S.,  670— Thorn  v.  N.  British  Bank, 
13  D.,  184— Great  Northern  Ry.  Co.  ».  Inglis,  1860, 12  D.,  1194. 

%  Per  Lord  FoUerton  in  Thorn  v.  N.  British  Bank,  Aijoro— Beid  v,  Hutchison,  1886, 
U  a,  72l)-.Nei8on  v.  Mackenzie,  1889,  Macf.  R.,  261.  (e)  See  per  Lord  FuUer- 

^  in  Thorn  9.  N.  British  Bank,  tupra,  (d)  Wilson  v,  Glasgow  and  S.  Western 

\  Co.,  1861, 14  D.,  1.  («)  Supra,  %  184. 
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report  that  authenticates  an  excerpt.  The  Commissioner  shonld 
certify  of  his  own  knowledge  that  it  was  properly  taken  (/).  The 
parties  however  seldom  insist  upon  collation  in  presence  of  the 
Commissioner ;  the  usual  practice  being  for  the  haver  to  produce 
the  original  and  copy  in  presence  of  that  officer  and  the  agent  for 
the  parties,  whereupon  his  statement  on  oath  that  it  is  correct  is 
entered  in  the  report.  Excerpts  so  taken  are  admissible  on  the 
trial  {g). 

But  excerpts  which  had  merely  been  sworn  to  before  the  Com- 
missioner, without  the  originals  having  been  produced,  at  a  diet  at 
which  the  other  party's  agent  was  not  present,  were  held  to  be  in- 
admissible at  the  trial  (h), 

§  142.  In  cases  which  do  not  go  to  a  jury,  the  practice  has 
been  to  admit  the  excerpts,  when  regularly  taken,  without  further 
proof  of  their  accuracy.  But  in  jury  trials  it  would  seem  that  they 
must  be  proved  by  a  witness  swearing  to  that  fact  (t).  And  in  one 
case  where  excerpts  from  a  person's  books  were  tendered,  und  he 
was  in  Court  at  the  time,  the  presiding  judge  refused  to  admit  them^ 
without  his  being  examined  in  explanation  (4).  The  originals, 
however,  do  not  require  to  be  produced ;  although  it  is  proper  to 
have  them  in  Court  at  the  trial,  in  case  tliey  should  be  required 
for  collation. 

Copies  of  documents  are  always  admissible  of  consent ;  and  it  is 
usual  in  practice  to  receive  them  in  order  to  save  expense.  In  jury- 
trials  this  ought  to  be  done  by  a  note  of  admissions  signed  by  the 
party's  counsel  or  agent  (Z).* 


(/)  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  in  Snmmera  i^.  Fairservice,  1842,  4  D.,  847.  See  also 
Thorn  V.  N.  British  Bank,  supra,  (jg)  See  Snmmers  v,  Fairservice,  m/yro^-Reid 

V,  Hutchison,  1836, 14  S.,  720.  (A)  Summers  v.  Fairseryice,  tupra. 

(0  Gray  v,  Sutherland,  1849,  12  D.,  488— See  Thorn  v,  N.  British  Bank,  wprtL 
This  is  a  useless  and  often  inconvenient  practice.  {k)  Reid  v.  Hutchison,  1886, 

14  S.,  720.  {I)  Act  of  Sederunt,  16th  Feb.  1841,  §  22— Macf.  Pr.,  200.    See 

§  184,  {u). 


^  The  rule,  that  copies  are  not  receivable  in  evidence,  is  in  general  inapplicable 
to  documents  of  a  public  or  qtuui  public  character  ordered  or  authorised  by  Act  of  Par- 
liament. Many  recent  Acts  provide  that  copies  of  such  documents  shall  be  received 
in  evidence,  if  certified  by  the  proper  officer,  without  proof  of  his  signature  or  official 
position.  For  example,  copies  of  rules  of  Friendly  Societies,  and  documents  relating^ 
to  such  societies,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  registrar,  are  competent  evidence  with- 
out proof  of  the  signature  (18  and  19  Vict.,  c.  68,  §§  30,  48) ;  copies  of  registers  under 
the  Burial  Act  are  evidence  of  the  burials  entered  therein  (18  and  19  Vict.,  c.  68,  {  31). 
Copies  of  the  registers  of  British  ships  have  the  same  effect  as  the  original  register  (IS 
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CHAPTER  v.— SECONDARY  EVIDENCE  OP  DOCUMENTS  LOST 

OR  WITHHELD,  &C. 

§  143.  Secondary  evidence  is  admitted  to  prove  the  contents  of 
docmnents  which  are  withheld  by  an  opponent,  or  which  have  been 
destroyed  or  lost  without  fault  in  the  party  founding  on  them  (m). 
In  such  cases  the  adducer  leads  the  best  evidence  in  his  power ; 
ftnd  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  he  tenders  the  secondary  evidence 
improperly,  in  the  belief  that  the  original  would  not  support  his 


(m)  Macf.  Pr.,  197—2  AU  609-.1  Starkie,  898,  602--Ta7lor,  808. 


B^  19  Vict,  c  91,  2  16) ;  copies  of  special  roles  for  a  colliery,  certified  under  the  hands 
flf  one  of  the  inspectors,  are  evidence  that  such  rales  have  been  dnly  established  at  the 
eoIfi»7  (28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  151,  {{  15,  26).    Thus,  also,  subscription  of  a  printed  me- 
Bcaaadnm  or  articles  of  association  of  a  Joint-Stock  Company  is  equlTslent  to  subscrip- 
ties  of  the  ofriginal  deed  or  deeds ;  and  copies  of  the  reports  of  inspectors  appointed  un- 
der the  Jdnt-Stock  Companies*  Acts,  authenticated  by  the  seal  of  the  companies,  are 
legal  evidence  of  the  opinion  of  the  inspectors  (19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  47,  §§  11, 52 ;  25  and 
26  Vkt^  c  89,  §  61).    So  copies  of  registers  under  the  Nuisance  Remoyal  Act,  signed 
bj  the  keepers  of  such  registers,  and  of  resolutions  by  the  local  authority  under  that  Act, 
dgaed  by  the  chairman,  are  competent  evidence  (19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  103,  {}  83,  51). 
So  extractB  of  entries  from  a  register  of  births,  authenticated  by  the  registrar,  are  evi- 
(17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  80,  i  57). 
It  fa  a  general  rule  in  England  that  *'  whenever  any  book  or  other  document  is  of 
a  public  nature  as  to  be  admissible  in  evidence  on  its  mere  production  from  the 
proper  custody,  and  no  Statute  exists  which  renders  its  contents  proveable  by  means  of 
a  copy,  any  copy  thereof,  or  extract  therefrom,  shall  be  admissible  in  evidence,"  "  pro- 
vided it  be  proved  to  be  an  examined  copy  or  extract,  or  provided  it  purport  to  be  signed 
and  certified  as  a  true  copy  or  extract  by  the  officer  to  whose  custody  the  original  is 
cstniited  "  (14  and  15  Vict.,  c.  99,  §  14).    Thus  it  has  been  that  bye-laws  of  a  railway 
e^npany,  made  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Railways  Clauses  Act  (England),  and 
CGsfirmed  and  allowed,  were  public  documents,  of  which  certified  copies  were  admis- 
■fale ;  Xotteram  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  1859,  7  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  S.,  58. 
So  also  regiaters  of  births,  marriages,  and  deaths,  the  books  of  Bank  of  England,  or  East 
L^dia  Company,  ftc,  are  in  general  proveable  by  examined  copies  (Best  on  Evidence, 
Id  edition,  603).    In  Boyle  v.  Cardinal  Wiseman,  1855,  10  Exch.,  654,  Chief-Baron 
FbQoek  observed,  "  I  entertain  some  doubt  whether,  when  the  examination  of  the  whole 
fBotion  taJcea  place,  it  may  not  be  found  that  there  is  no  difference  between  documents 
vtaeh  are  of  a  pabUc  nature,  such  as  registers,  records,  and  matters  proceeding  from 
tOBti  of  justice  and  other  public  places,  and  documents  which,  though  of  a  private  na- 
tsre,  are  meant  to  be  made  public,  such  ss  commercial  instruments,  charter  parties, 
Uk  of  exchange,  bonds,  and  such  matters,  which  are  the  indiciae  of  property  throughout 
Cbe  world  ;'*  it  might  possibly  be  right  not  to  deal  with  the  latter  as  with  private  letters. 
*  When  the  defender  in  a  divorce  declined  to  appear  for  the  purpose  of  identifica- 
fiim  by  the  pnrauer'a  witnesses,  the  pursuer  was  allowed  to  show  the  witnesses  the  photo- 
Enpb  of  the  defender ;  Forbes  v.  Forbes,  1861,  24  D.,  145. 
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The  justice  of  this  rule  is  most  apparent  where  the  principal 
has  been  destroyed  by  the  opposite  party.  Accordingly,  where  one 
had  burnt  a  disposition,  the  draft  was  received  against  him  (n) ; 
and  parole  has  repeatedly  been  admitted  to  prove  the  contents  of 
documents  which  an  opponent  had  destroyed  (o),  and  to  supply 
clauses  which  he  had  obliterated  (p).  Even  in  a  trial  for  forgeiy 
the  prosecutor  may  prove  the  terms  of  the  fabricated  document  by 
parole,  where  the  prisoner  has  destroyed  or  defaced  it  (r). 

§  144.  The  contents  of  a  lost  document,  also,  may  be  proved  by 
a  copy  («),  or  by  parole  (fij^  And  secondary  evidence  is  admitted 
more  readily  when  the  original  writing  was  old,  and  had  been  fol- 
lowed by  possession  (u).  So  the  existence  and  descent  of  a  peer- 
age may  be  proved  by  cotemporaneous  documents  of  a  public  and 
private  nature,  and  by  usage,  if  the  original  patent  has  been  lost  (x). 
Thus  also  in  ancient  matters  an  instrument  of  sasine  followed  by 
possession  is  presumptive  evidence  of  the  warrant  which  it  nar- 
rates (y) ;  and  entries  of  an  old  date  in  a  chartulary,  proved  to  be 
in  the  handwriting  of  the  time  are  admissible  (z) ;  and  in  a  ques- 
tion of  the  mode  of  electing  burgesses  to  sit  in  Parliament,  an  old 
printed  list  of  burgesses  was  admitted  in  proof  of  the  usage  118 
years  before  (a).  But  secondary  evidence  of  old  documents  will 
not  be  admitted  if  the  originals  are  extant.  For  this  reason  a 
printed  copy  of  the  Rotuli  Scotae  (the  original  of  which  is  in  exist- 
ence) was  rejected  in  a  peerage  case  (b). 

(n)  RoBB  V,  Fisher,  1888, 11  S.,  467.  (o)  Kexmoway  v.  Ainalie,  1762,  M., 

^2,438— Hutchison  v.  Tod,  1823,  2  S.,  818— Anderson  v,  Boyd,  1827,  6  S.,  927— Boyter 
V.  Rintonl,  1882,  6  De.  and  And.,  21&— Lillies  v.  liUie,  1882, 11  S.,  160. 

(p)  Ronald,  1880,  8  S.,  1008.  (r)  1  Hume,  164 ;  Ghatto,  1758 ;  Cameron, 

1754 ;  Hay,  1819,  there  cited.  (a)  Synod  of  Merse  v.  Soot,  1758,  M.,  15,828— 

Miller  v,  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  822— Wright  v.  Ewing,  1828,  4  Mar.,  586— Bangh  «. 
Murray,  1884, 12  S.,  279— Dnimmond  v,  Hnnter,  1884, 12  S.,  620;  affirmed  on  merits, 
7  W.S.,  564.  (0  Paris  «.  Smith,  1828, 8  Mur.,  885— MiUer  v.  Fraser,  1826,  4 

Mur.,  115— Halliday  e.  Bailton,  1880,  5  Mur.,  828— M.  Bute  «.  Cooper,  1880,  4  W.S., 
885— King  v.  King,  1842,  4  D.,  590.  («)  BuUen  v.  MitcheU,  1816,  4  Dow., 

297, 820— Lynedoch  v.  Listen,  1841,  8  D.,  1078,  9— Bull,  N.P.,  254.  (z)  Crew- 

ford  and  Lindsay  Peerage  Case,  1848,  2  CI.  and  Finn.,  584 ;  18  D.  (H.  of  Lords'  Ga.), 
82.  (y)  Stair,  2,  8, 19—1594,  c.  218.  (s)  BuUen  v.  Mitchell,  tiqfra. 

(a)  Gardner  v.  Reekie,  1828,  4  Mur.,  489.  (6)  Crawford  and  Lindsay  Case, 

' '  *  When  the  contents  of  a  lost  document  are  proved  hy  parole,  its  construction  is  for 
the  Court,  not  for  the  jury ;  Berwick  v.  Hoisfall,  1858,  4  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  S.,  450. 

Where  a  plan  referred  to  in  a  deed  was  lost,  the  Court  held  extrinsic  oTidenoe  com- 
petent to  proTo  the  parcels  mentioned  in  the  deed ;  Andrew  «.  Andrew,  1855,  £ng- 
Jur.,  N.  8.,  i,  885. 
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When  the  loss  of  a  document  has  occurred  while  it  was  in  the 
hands  of  the  party  founding  on  it,  the  Court  will  hesitate  to  admit 
secondar}''  proof  of  its  contents  ;  as  such  cases  are  usually  attended 
with  suspicion.  They  will  probably  require  the  party  to  shew  a 
special  casus  amtssionis  not  attributable  to  any  fault  on  his  part  (c). 

§  145.  If  a  party  w^hen  required  to  produce  a  document  has 
failed  to  do  so,  his  opponent  may  prove  its  contents  by  parole  or  a 
copj  (d).  And  on  the  same  principle  in  a  trial  for  treason,  where 
the  prisoner  had  prevented  a  witness  from  removing  a  placard,  the 
prosecutor  was  allowed  to  prove  its  terms  by  another  placard  w^hich 
had  been  put  up  a  few  yards  off,  and  which  the  witness  swore  he 
beKeyed  to  have  been  printed  from  the  same  types  (e). 

§  146.  A  further  exception  from  the  strict  rule  is  recognised  in 
England,  and  would  probably  be  admitted  in  this  country,  when 
the  production  of  the  original  docimient  is  impossible  or  highly  in- 
convenient, as  in  the  case  of  inscriptions  on  monuments,  walls,  and 
the  like  (/).®  But  a  notice  which  had  merely  been  fixed  to  the 
wall  by  a  nail  had  to  be  produced  (g).  So  where  a  document  is  in 
the  hdsids  of  a  person  abroad  (A),  or  of  a  third  party  who  refuses  to 
I^uce  it  on  account  of  some  right  of  retention  or  security,  second- 
ary evidence  of  its  contents  is  admitted  in  England  (i).  If,  how- 
ever, the  person  is  entitled  to  withhold  the  document  on  account  of 
privilege  of  a  public  office,  the  principle  that  the  community  has 
in  interest  to  keep  it  from  publication  excludes  secondary  proof  of 
its  terms  (i). 

§  147.  Whether  a  sufficient  case  of  loss  or  destruction  of  the 
principal  has  been  established,  must  be  determined  by  the  judge, 

W  See  Schnurmans  v.  Stephen,  1832,  10  S.,  839,  infra,  §  148.  (d)  Robert- 

«»  r.  Ferguson,  1820,  2  Mux.,  804— M*Nab  ».  Telfer,  1821,  2  Mur.,  481--Armstrong  v. 
Tar,  1823,  8  Mnr.,  317— Mitchell  v.  Berwick,  1845,  7  D.,  481.  (e)  Hardy's 

oae,  1821, 1  Green's  Trea.  Tr.,  227.  (/)  Doe  v.  Cole,  1834,  6  Car.  and  Pa., 

^^^-R.  V.  Fnrsey,  1833,  ib.,  81.  So  in  Bartholomew  v.  Stephens,  1889,  8  Car  and  Pa., 
'^t  Vi  Justice  Patteson  admitted  a  copy  of  a  notice  which  had  been  on  a  board  on  the 
^'  <^  a  pole,  that  aU  dogs  found  trespassing  on  the  premises  would  be  shot.  See  also 
1  Surkie,  503— Taylor,  811.  (jr)  Jones  v.  Tarleton,  1842,  9  Me.  and  Wei.,  676. 

(A)  AliTon  V.  FumiVal,  1834,  1  Cromp.,  Mee.  and  Ros.,  277— See  Richardson  v.  For- 
^  18-50,  22  Sc.  Jut.,  431.    Supra,  i  140.  (t)  Doe  v.  Clifford,  1847,  2  Car.  and 

Kir.,448~Doe  v.  Ross,  1840,  7  Me.  and  Wei.,  102.  (k)  Little  v.  Smith,  1846, 

*D^265,  and  9  ib..  737,  S.  C— Craig  v.  Marjoribanks,  1823,  3  Mur.,  347. 


•  A  copy  of  a  printed  notice  posted  on  the  walls  of  Ibralia,  of  which  Prince  Gort* 
*^i*kBff  was  in  the  military  occupation,  prohibiting  in  his  name  the  export  of  wheat,  waa 
^tted  as  proof  that  export  of  wheat  was  prohibited;  Bruce  r.  Nicolopulo,  185rj,  11 
tieh .  129. 

VOL.  I.  H 
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although  it  shoold  involve  a  qnestion  of  disputed  fact  (Z).  He  may 
decide  upon  the  evidence  of  one  witness  (m),  or  upon  the  deposi- 
tions of  persons  examined  as  havers  {ny ;  and  he  is  entitled  to  use 
his  own  discretion  as  to  the  competency  of  the  proof  adduced  be- 
fore him,  without  being  tied  down  to  strict  rules  of  evidence ;  so 
that  he  may  even  receive  hearsay  upon  the  point  (o).  It  also  hes 
with  the  judge,  and  not  with  the  jury,  to  determine  whether  a  copy 
of  a  missing  document  is  sufficiently  proved  to  be  laid  before  the 
jury  (p). 

§  148.  It  must  of  course  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each 
case,  whether  the  party  has  expended  such  an  amount  of  care  and 
diligence  in  searching  for  the  document,  as  will  entitle  him  to 
prove  its  contents  by  secondary  evidence.  He  does  not  require  to 
exhaust  every  possible  chance  of  recovering  it  (r).  But  he  must 
show  that  he  has  in  bona  fide  used  every  means  which  prudence 
would  suggest  as  likely  to  attain  that  object  («).  Accordingly,  a 
copy  tendered  on  the  ground  of  the  original  not  having  been  pre- 
served was  rejected,  because  no  proper  search  for  it  was  proved, 
and  because  the  copy  had  been  made  after  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  while  the  original  had  existed  several  months  thereafter, 
and  should  have  been  preserved  {t)}  And  where  the  principal  was 
traced  into  the  hands  of  the  party  tendering  the  secondary  evidence, 
and  it  was  not  proved  to  have  been  lost  without  his  fault,  parole  of 
its  terms  was  rejected,  although  there  was  no  ground  for  suspecting 
that  he  had  destroyed  it  fraudulently  («).  Where  documents  are 
said  to  be  withheld,  it  is  enough  for  the  party  tendering  the  se- 

{l)  This  is  seen  in  everyday  practice.  The  English  rule  is  the  same,  Taylor,  304 — 
Best  on  Ev.,  846.  (m)  Miller  v.  Fraser,  1826,  4  Mur.,  116— Hallilay  r.  Railton, 

1880,  5  Mnr.,  823— Scott  v,  MiUor,  1880,  6  Mur.,  242.  (n)  Home  v.  Hardy,  1842, 

4  D.,  1184— Ewing  v,  Crichton,  1827,  4  Mur.,  184— Scott  v.  Miller,  1880,  5  Mur.,  242. 

(o)  See  Christian  v,  Kennedy,  1818, 1  Mur.,  424— Miller  v.  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  325 
— R.  «.  Kenuilworth,  1845,  7  Ad.  and  EL,  642.    See  wpra,  2  105.  (p)  See 

PoUock  V.  Morris,  1845,  7  D.,  978.    Supra,  §  141.  (r)  Taylor,  804. 

(«)  This  is  weU  brought  out  in  Lord  Melville's  trial,  1806,  29  How  St.  Tr..  690-703. 
See  also  cases  in  1  Mur.,  299,  345 ;  2  Mur.,  804 ;  8  Mur.,  200.  {t)  Milne  v, 

Samson,  1848,  6  D.,  866.  (ti)  Schuurmans  v.  Stephens,  1882, 10  S.,  889. 


«  Clark  r.  Clark's  Trs.,  1860,  28  D.,  74. 

The  pursuer  of  a  divorce  proposed  to  examine  herself  as  a  haver  to  prove  the  loss 
of  a  document,  and  so  make  way  for  parole  proof.  The  Court  held  that  she  was  an 
incompetent  witness ;  and,  as  the  loss  of  the  document  was  not  otherwise  proved,  re- 
jected the  parole  evidence ;  Longworth  v.  Yelverton,  1862,  24  D.,  696. 

»  Ritchie  v.  Ritchie,  1857,  19  D.,  505— A  t;.  B,  1858,  20  D.,  407— Clark  v.  Clark's 
Trs.,  I860.  23  D..  74— RusseU's  Trustees  r.  RusseU,  1862,  24  P..  1141. 
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condary  proof  to  trace  them  into  his  opponent's  hands,  after  which 
it  Ues  on  the  latter  to  show  that  his  possession  has  terminated  (v), 
In  England  the  search  does  not  require  to  have  been  made  recently, 
or  with  special  reference  to  the  cause,  if  it  has  been  with  sufficient 
care  (x).  Where  there  are  duplicates  of  the  principal,  they  must 
both  be  accounted  for  before  the  secondary  evidence  will  be  re- 
ceived (y).  But  this  does  not  hold  in  England  as  to  contracts 
executed  in  counterpart  (2).  In  a  claim  by  the  crown  for  arrears 
due  under  a  tack  of  teinds,  the  tack  not  being  produced  by  the 
crown,  Lord  Neaves  in  the  Exchequer  Court  ruled  that  secondary 
evidence  of  its  terms  is  admissible,  and  that  an  action  of  proving 
its  tenor  is  not  necessary.  His  lordship's  decision  was  given  with 
reference  to  the  law  of  England,  to  which  the  law  of  the  Exche- 
quer Court  in  Scotland  is  in  some  respects  assimilated.  This 
ruling  may  be  questioned  (a). 

§  149.  It  seems  not  to  have  been  settled  in  this  country 
whether  the  existence  of  an  authentic  copy  will  exclude  parole  of 
the  contents  of  the  original.  In  one  case  where  a  placard  was 
admitted,  a  witness  having  sworn  he  beUeved  it  to  be  identical 
with  one  which  had  been  put  up  a  few  yards  oflF,  but  which  he  was 
prevented  by  the  panel  from  taking  down,  Lord  President  Hope 
remarked  that  the  existence  of  the  copy  excluded  parole  of  the 
terms  of  the  original  (6).  But  this  was  only  obiter  dictum,  and 
may  be  explained  upon  the  principle  that  aE  impressions  from 
the  same  setting  of  types  are  primary  evidence  of  each  other  (c). 
Later  practice  seems  not  to  distinguish  in  point  of  admissibility 
between  the  various  degrees  of  secondary  evidence;  although  the 
general  superiority  of  copies  in  point  of  credibility  is  recognised  (d). 
This  is  the  rule  in  England,  and  seems  to  be  well  founded ;  because 
the  existence,  and  still  more  the  authenticity,  of  any  copy  may  be 
unknown  to  the  party  leading  the  proof;  the  copy  may  be  scarcely 
(if  at  aU)  more  trustworthy  than  parole  of  the  contents  of  the  ori- 
gmal;  while  the  opposite  principle  would  exclude  parole  when 

I  ; 

(v)  R.  V.  Thifltlewood,  1820,  88  How  St.  Tr.,  767,  768— R.  v.  Ings,  1820,  ib.,  989— 
Tavlor,  818.  (z)  Fitz  v.  Rabbits,  1887,  2  Moo.  and  Rob.,  60.    In  this  case  a 

ieaich  made  three  years  previously  was  held  sufficient.     See  also  Taylor,  809. 

(y)  R.  V.  Gastleton,  1796,  6  Durf.  and  East.,  286.  (z)  Doe  v.  Ross,  1840,  7 

Mee.  and  WeL,  102— Hall  v.  Ball,  1841,  8  Scott  N.  C.  577— Munn  v,  Godbold,  1826, 
I       8  Bing.,  292  ;  11  B.  Moore,  49,  S.C— Taylor,  301,  2— «ipra,  I  185. 

(a)  AdT.-Oen.  v.  Sinclair,  1866, 17  D.,  290.  (b)  Hardy's  case,  1821,  1 

Green's  Tiea.  Tr.,  227.  (e)  See  ^  188.  (d)  See  Scott  v.  Miller,  1880,  6 

Mor.,  242— HaUilay  v.  Railton,  1880,  5  Mur.,  824. 

h2 
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there  is  an  abstract,  and  an  abstract  when  there  is  a  full  copy;  ar 
consequently  a  scale  of  several  degrees  of  secoodary  evidence  won 
be  formed,  each  of  which  would  require  to  be  exhausted  before  tl 
one  lower  down  could  be  reached.  Such  a  practice  would  encui 
ber  cases  both  in  preparation  and  at  the  trial  nith  lengtheni 
and  often  difficult  collateral  investigations.  None  of  those  disa 
vantages  are  counter-balanced  by  corresponding  benefits,  and  ai 
rUk  of  injustice  from  admitting  the  different  kinds  of  eeconda 
proof  indiscriminately  is  exclude.l,  as  it  is  always  in  the  power 
the  other  party  to  produce  the  copy  or  abstract  which  he  conside 
more  trustworthy  than  the  erideuce  adduced  against  him  (e). 

§  150.  It  seems  not  to  be  iudisixinsable  to  the  admission  of 
copy  that  it  should  have  been  collated  with  the  original  (/).  B 
of  course  its  value  is  much  enhanced  by  that  security.  There  mu 
however  be  evidence,  varj-ing  with  the  circumstances,  to  show  th 
it  is  a  true  copy,  and  it  will  probably  not  be  received  without  sui 
proof,  nnless  the  original  and  copy  are  both  of  ancient  date  {g). 
copy  of  a  copy  is  inadmissible  in  England  (A).  But  the  poi 
seems  not  to  have  been  derided  in  this  country  (i).  Before  s 
condary  e\ndence  of  a  document  will  be  received,  there  must  ' 
proof  or  ground  for  presuming  that  the  principal  was  admissihl 
as  that  it  was  stamjiod  {/,•),'  and  probative  {[),  where  these  are  i 
■  qnisitc;  and  a  party  will  not  be  allowed  to  found  upon  a  scroll  u 

'^1  loiw  ho  lias  prvtved  that  the  deed  was  executed  (m).   But  it  does  n 

iiit'ni  to  K'  necessary  that  the  instmmentary  witnesses  (appearii 
ti>'  Ihi  m>  f^^>m  the  secondary  proof  adduced)  should  swear  to  a  di 
tinct  n-col lection  of  their  attestations,  provided  they  have  a  genei 

(.)  Iliill  r.  Itiitl.  18'tl,  3  SroH's  New  Cs.,  6TT— Doe  v.  Boss,  1640.  T  Hee.  and  Wi 
Hi'J    'I'ni  li>r.  8f.J— 1  Shu-kie.  019.  (/)  Bishop  Alterbory'a  trial,  1728,  16  H 

Ml   Tr..  *^'i.  '^I'l'.  is)  Sep  Swin.  Rep.  of  Tri»l  of  HnmpLrejs  (toi-dimil  E. 

MNiIii>i(>.  >X»l'<  !>'  1'^'  (*)  E'reringham  r.  Roundoll.  1838.  2  Moo.  aod  Bu 

IflH    'I'liylur,  {'.  a.'iO.  (i|  See  }  1(»,  HB  lohenreay  of  hearsay. 

(*)  (l.ii«lirtr  r.  Luke,  1T37,  1  Atk..  446— Crowtlier  r.  Solomons,  1848, 18  Law  Jon. 
Niiw  Mnr,  (tVin.  I'l.),  92-R.  •,  Culpepper,  Skin.,  678— Doe  v.  Whitefoot,  8  Car.  r 
I'liyiiu,  'iW.  It  would  Rp[>ear  that  Etanpiug  will  be  ptesumed ;  1  Bell  Com..  822 — Ti 
IliJ  HImnii'*  I'rao.,  PS8 — Crowther  v.  Solomons,  iwpu.  Where  there  b  faint  (race 
H  ■liiiii|i  iif  ■nnie  kiud,  the  onns  of  proving  it  is  deficient  lies  on  the  party  Bllegingthi 
Mnu  K.  CoMuht.  1842,  8  Ad.  and  El..  687—1  Grecnl.,  107.  </)  Erst,  4,  1,  66 

Tuil  Ull.  W  I>rnniniond  c  Thomson's  Tra..  7  W.  S.,  564. 

*  II  ■ituiiis  lu  lie  on  the  party  who  objects  to  secondary  evidence  of  t,  lost  deed 
|,<ntu  thul  (he  clued  was  not  stamped :  Closemadevc  r.  Carrel,  16  C.  B.,  S6-Bes( 
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recollection  of  the  fact;  and  such  evidence  will  not  be  considered 
necessary  where  there  is  a  strong  proof  that  the  original  was  pro- 
perly attested  (»). 

The  subject  of  the  foregoing  sections  is  treated  at  some  length 
in  the  chapt-ers  on  actions  of  proving  the  tenor,  where  the  rules  as 
to  admitting  the  secondary  evidence  without  a  process  of  that  kind 
lill  be  found. 


(«)  See  Lord  Melville^s  trial,  1806,  29  How  St.  Tr.,  784.    See  this  noticed  in  the 
^tpteis  on  Pzoring  of  the  Tenor,  infia. 
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TITLE    V. 

OF  THE  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  AND  OTHER  EXTRINSI 
EVIDENCE  TO  AFFECT  WRITINGS. 


§  151.  In  following  up  the  rule  which  requires  the  best  ev 
dence  we  proceeil  to  consider  the  principle  by  which  it  is  incoi 
potent  to  contradict,  modify,  or  explain  writings  l>y  parole  or  oth' 
extrinsic  evidence.  The  grounds  for  this  principle  are,  that  tl 
parties  have  constituted  the  ■writing  as  the  only  outward  and  visit 
expression  of  their  meaning,  and  that,  a  document  deliberate 
prepared  as  the  record  of  a  transaction  being  the  best  of  all  pro< 
to  admit  parole  or  extrinsic  circumstances  in  contradiction  or  e 
planation  of  it,  would  be  to  allow  the  legal  effect  of  superior  ei 
denco  to  be  altered  by  that  which  is  specifically  inferior  (a). 

S  152.  These  principles  apply  not  only  to  formal  deeds,  b 
also  to  missives,  letters,  minutes,  and  all  other  documents,  whii 
rmbtMly  the  terms  of  contracts  between  the  parties,  or  obligatio 
by  (iiic)  of  them,  and  which  are  really  designed  for  recording  ai 
proving  thoir  final  intentions  (fi).'     The  rule  also  applies  (but  wi 

(rt)  Tnit,  8211—2  AI.,  609—1  QreenL,  858— Tajlor.  742—2  Phil.,  S60— 8  Start 

"Ib'i.  {!■)  The  |)rinci|>le  has  been  applied  to  a  letter  of  guarantee;  Willa  c.  Be 

dm,  IHRl.  4  1).  ond  A.,  487— Tham  r.  Sheriffs,  1725.  Bob.  Ap.,  635 :  and  to  a  mim 
I17  cmiiirl  Ki'ttliiix  k  cast  on  a  trial :  Johnatoue  r.  Union  Canal  Co.,  1834,  12  S.,  3 
anil  1  Sh.  Bud  M'l..,  1 1 7— infra,  {  164 ;  and  to  markings  of  partinl  pajmenta  of  a  b: 
Marfnrlftiio  •.  Walt.  18'i8,  6  S.,  556— See   tlao  2  Al.,  610— Tajlor,  74S— 2    Ph 

>  A  hank  ]ini>E<.l>iKik  ii  not  a  fittpd,  but  only  a  current  account,  and  a  hank  may. 
ili<ri>iii'i<  til  an  nrllun  liy  a  cui<lonter  for  the  halsnce  as  Appealing  in  the  pass-book,  pn 
lliiil  a  ■iili>  hii*  li'rii  rnlrrrd  tvice  by  mistake,  although  the  entries  are  initinled  hy  ' 
iillli'i'i'a  iif  llin  bnnk.  Thin  was  rulril  by  the  House  of  Lords,  reversing  the  judgmeni 
tli>  Ciiiirl  lit  Nraaliin,  whrn>  it  had  been  held  that  the  several  entries  «ere  acknoi«le< 
niaiilo  liy  <bi>  ImiiIi  i>f  ri-n-ipl  of  money,  and  could  be  disprnTed  opr  aciptianit,  only 
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some  specialties)  to  instruments  and  registers  which  the  law  has 
intrusted  to  recognised  officials  as  the  appropriate  record  of  formal 
or  judicial  proceedings.  But  when  an  official  narrative  is  not  re- 
qoiied  by  law,  its  existence  will  not  exclude  parole  proof  of  the 
facts;  nor  will  witnesses  be  inadmissible  in  regard  to  matters 
which,  although  recorded  in  an  official  instrument  along  with  facts 
requiring  that  mode  of  proof,  do  not  fall  properly  within  its 
sphere  (c).* 

Tie  inadmissibility  of  extrinsic  proof  to  modify  these  writings 
is  considered  afterwards  in  treating  of  them  (d).  In  the  following 
chapters,  we  shall  only  notice  the  application  of  the  rule  to  writ- 
ings executed  by  the  parties,  or  those  for  whom  they  are  respon- 
sible. 


CHAPTER  I.-r-OF  THE  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  AND  EXTRINSIC 
EVIDENCE  TO  CONTRADICT  OR  MODIFY  WRITINGS. 

§  153.  The  first  branch  of  this  rule  is,  that  a  written  instrument 
may  not  be  contradicted  or  modified  by  the  evidence  of  witnesses. 
Thus  parole  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  the  consideration  in  a 

(c)  stair,  4,  42,  9— Erak.,  4,  2,  5— Bellas  Pr.,  2220, 1— Tait,  4— Anstnither  v.  Thom- 
wn,  1611,  M.,  12,499--Lawrie  v,  Gibson,  1671,  M.,  12,601— Malvenius  v,  Hepburn, 
1686,  M.,  58S— Stewart  t>.  Mag.  of  Edinburgh,  1697,  M.,  12,536— Glass  v.  Stuarts,  1716, 
X.,  12,607 — Montgomerie  v.  Ainslie,  16tli  Not.  1816,  F.  G.  (d)  See  the  chap> 

tEEB  on  judicial  records,  notarial  instruments,  and  messengers'  executions. 


the  irrit  or  oath  of  the  pursuer ;  Rhind  v.  Commercial  Bank,  1867, 19  D.,  619 ;  reversed, 
1660,  8  Macqueen,  648,  and  82  Jur.,  288. 

The  docqneted  balance  sheets  of  a  mercantile  company  (which  are  documenta  in  re 
tiertataria,  and  do  not  require  the  statutory  authentication)  may  be  challenged  on  pre- 
fm  allegations  of  error,  as  of  errors  in  calculation,  errors  of  accounting,  &c.,  but  the 
c&ns  is  on  the  challenger ;  M'Laren  v.  Inddell's  Trustees,  1860,  22  D.,  873,  and  1862, 
24  D^  677.  This  rule  was  applied  in  a  case  where  a  parochial  board  disputed  the  ac- 
eaney  of  the  accounts  of  their  inspector,  which  had  been  marked  as  examined,  and 
^oequeted  as  correct  by  the  finance  committee,  for  several  successive  years.  When  mer- 
entile  accounts  had  been  duly  docqueted  for  a  considerable  series  of  years,  and  when 
a  bug  period  had  elapsed  after  the  date  of  the  last  docquet  without  challenge  of  the 
•eoDontB,  the  Court  held  that  the  grounds  of  challenge  should  be  limited  to  errors  patent 
GB  the  face  of  the  balance  sheets,  and  which  could  be  corrected  by  means  of  the  balance 
■beets  themselves;  M'Laren  v,  Liddell's  Trustees,  1862,  supra, 

>  Milne  v.  Leisler,  1862,  81  L.  J.  Exch.,  267.     Sec  si/pra,  §  110,  note  1. 
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deed  (c),^  (unless  there  is  collusion)  or  to  prove  that  the  obligation 
in  it  was  restric table  in  a  certain  event  (/),  or  was  contingent  or 
conditional  ((7),^  or  prestable  by  instalments  (A),  when  the  contract 
does  not  bear  such  conditions.  So  the  tenant  under  a  written  lease 
for  sixty-nine  years  was  not  allowed  to  prove  an  alleged  parole 
agreement  entered  into  with  the  landlord  when  the  lease  was  exe- 
cuted, by  which  rent  was  not  to  be  paid  for  the  first  years'  crop  (t). 
And  a  clause  in  a  lease  bearing  that  buildings  had  been  valued  at 
the  entry  cannot  bo  contradicted  by  parole  (k).  It  is  also  incom- 
petent to  prove  by  witnesses  that  a  bond  or  bill  was  not  intended 
to  create  an  obligation  (l) ;  or  that  a  written  contract  between  a 
landlord  and  outgoing  tenant  was  not  meant  to  disturb  a  previous 
agreement,  but  merely  to  satisfy  the  incoming  tenant  (m) ;  or  that 
a  receipt  bearing  money  to  have  been  paid  is  erroneous,  and  that  a 
different  arrangement  was  made  between  the  parties  (n)}    On  the 

(«)  Gordon  v.  Trotter,  1833,  11  S.,  69G-Bnice,  Pot.,  1696,  M.,  12,829— Ellis  f». 
Haig,  1693,  4  Sup.,  40— Dcas  v.  Fullerton,  1710,  M..  921,  12,336— Browntree  v.  Jacob, 
1809,  2  Taunt.,  141.  A  party  founding  on  his  bill  bearing  to  be  fo»  a  certain  value, 
may  not  prove  that  the  tnie  value  was  diiferent ;  Hay  v.  Horn,  1823,  2  S.,  646. 

(/)  Patterson  v.  llobcrtson,  1844,  6  D.,  944.  (g)  Maxwell  t>.  Drumlanrig, 

1626,  M.,  12,304— Wilkies  v.  Gordon,  1618,  M.,  12,407— Wauchope  v.  Hamilton,  1674. 
M.,  12,299— Rawson  v.  Walker,  1816,  1  Starkie  R.,  361— Ellis  t;.  Haig,  supra. 

(A)  Watson  v.  Gardner,  1834,  12  S.,  688.  (t)  Gordon's  Tr.  v.  Williamson, 

8d  Feb.  1830,  8  S.,  436  ;  2  De.  and  And.  S.  C,  227,  and  session  papers. 

(A)  Lawson  v.  Murray,  1826,  8  S.,  636.  (Z)  E.  Moray  v,  Dunbar,  1680,  M., 

12,806 — Beveridgo  t>.  Henderson,  1841,  4  D.,  87— See  the  chapter  on  the  presumed 
onerosity  of  bills  and  notes.  (m)  M.  Tweeddale  v.  Hume,  1848,  10  D.,  1053. 

(n)  Anderson  v.  Forth  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  1845,  7  D.,  268. 


1  Thus  it  was  held  incompetent  to  prove,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the  deed,  that  it 
had  been  agreed  that  the  consideration  for  the  deed  was  to  be  not  money  but  goods, 
but  competent  to  prove  that  goods  ha<l  de  facto  been  accepted  as  the  consideration ; 
Smith  r.  Battams,  1867,  26  L.  J.  Exch.,  232. 

*  A  distinctinn  is  taken  in  England  between  an  averment  of  an  agreement  or  condi- 
tion suspensive  of  a  contract,  and  of  an  agreement  or  condition  modifying  the  contract ; 
in  the  former  case  parole  proof  is  admitted,  because  the  object  is  not  to  contradict  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  but  to  suspend  its  operation ;  in  the  latter  case  the  object  is  to 
limit  the  meaning  of  a  deed  which  is  admittedly  a  valid  contract,  and  the  evidence  is 
inadmissible.  Thus  an  agreement  that  a  contract  should,  till  a  certain  event,  be 
suspended  altogether,  was  allowed  to  be  proved,  while  (at  nisiprius)  parole  proof  of  an 
agreement  that  a  contract  was  to  have  only  a  partial  operation  rejected ;  Pym  u.  Camp- 
bell, 1866,  6  E.  and  B..  370— Gudgen  r.  Bess(>t,  6  E.  and  B.,  986— Wallis  v.  Littell, 
1861,  31  L.  J.,  C.  P.,  100— Fenwick  t\  Brinkworth,  1860,  2  F.  and  F.,  86.  So  also 
parole  proof  was  admitted  to  show  that  an  undated  written  contract  was  not  intended 
to  operate  from  the  date  of  its  delivery,  but  only  from  a  subsequent  and  uncertain 
period  :  Davis  r.  Jones,  1866,  17  Scott's  C.  B.,  626. 

^  A  receipt  for  money  is  evidence  of  a  loan,  and  of  obligation  to  repay.    That  is  not  ex- 
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same  principle  where  the  testing  clause  in  a  probative  deed  had 
been  inserted  ex  intervaUo  in  a  blank  left  for  it  (according  to  a 
common  practice),  it  was  held  incompetent  to  prove  by  parole  that 
the  parties  intended  that  the  deed  should  not  have  a  testing  clause  ; 
as  that  contradicted  the  obligations  to  which  they  had  set  their 
signatures  (o).* 

§  154.  On  the  same  grounds,  where  the  obligants  appear  ex 
facie  of  the  deed  to  be  principals,  it  is  incompetent,  as  against  the 
creditor,  to  prove  by  parole  that  they  are  principal  and  caution- 
er Cp),  or  merely  agents  for  another  party,  the  real  contractor  (r).* 
And  when  the  meaning  of  a  minute  of  agreement  was,  that  the  two 
parties  should  pay  a  certain  sun^  equally,  and  one  of  them  advanced 
the  whole,  it  was  held  incompetent  for  the  other  to  prove  an  alleged 
Terbal  agreement,  by  which  he  was  not  to  be  liable  in  relief  of  the 
half  except  in  a  certain  event,  which  did  not  happen  («).  So  it  is 
incompetent  to  prove  by  parole  that  a  disposition  ex  facie  absolute 
was  meant  to  be  only  a  security  (0,  or  a  trust  {u), 

§  155.  On  this  principle,  also,  where  the  terms  of  a  general 
discharge  embrace  a  particular  debt,  parole  will  not  be  received  to 
prove  that  that  debt  was  intended  to  be  excepted  (x) ;  and  where 

{pj  Shaw  V.  Shaw,  1851,  13  D.,  877.  *        {p)  Drysdale  v.  Johnstone,  1839,  1 

D.,  409,— see  §  170,  (m),  («).  (r)  Anderson  v.  Smith,  1830,  8  S.,  804— Magee  v. 

Atkinson,  1887,  2  Mee.  and  AVel.,  440 — Stackpole  v.  Arnold,  1814,  11  Massachussets 
R^  27—1  GreenL,  354— Taylor,  759.  («)  Johnstone  v.  Union  Canal  Co.,  1834, 

12  S.,  804 ;  affirmed  1  Sh.  and  M'L.,  116.  (0  L.  Foulis  v.  L.  Lovnt,  1G26,  M., 

12,734.     Bnt  see  Union  Ins.  Co.  v.  ^I.  Queensbcrry,  1842,  1  D.,  1203,  infra. 

(«)  See  the  chapter  on  proving  tnists,  infra,  (x)  Harris  v.  Churchill,  1822, 

1  S.,  370— Trail  v.  Christie,  1745,  Elch.  WHt,  No.  20— Spence  v.  Duncan,  1706,  M., 
12.383. 


in  the  document,  but  is  the  legal  consequence  of  receipt  of  money.  But  it  may 
be  pzored  that  the  footing  on  which  the  money  was  received  was  different  from  loan  ; 
Tkomfon  v.  Geekie,  1861, 23  D.,  693.  Parole  proof  that  a  sum  advanced,  acknowledged 
i&  the  following  terms, — "  I  hereby  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  £100  from  A  B,  and 
agree  to  pay  interest  of  the  same  if  demanded,"  was  a  donation  and  not  a  loan,  was  re- 
jected AS  incompetent ;  Robertson  v.  Bobertson,  1858,  20  D.,  371. 

*  A  mandate  to  fill  up  the  testing  clause  of  a  delivered  deed  is  presumed ;  Rait  v. 
Priaiiwe,  1869,  21  D.,  965. 

^  Parole  evidence  cannot  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  exonerating  an  agent  who 
ha>  entered  into  a  written  contract  in  which  he  api)ear3  as  principal,  oven  though  he 
ibould  propose  to  show,  if  allowed,  that  he  mentioned  his  principal  at  the  time  of  en- 
tering into  the  contract ;  Gillott  t;.  Ofibr,  1858, 18  Scott's  C.  B.,  905.  But  parole  seems 
adsii&sible  to  shew  ihat  other  parties  were  the  true  principals  to  the  effect,  not  of  relcas- 
in*  the  parties  to  the  deed,  but  of  obliging  the  tnie  principals  also ;  2  Smith's  I^cading 
r«eA,  uftto  on  Thomson  t\  Davenport,  300,  320. 
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a  policy  of  insurance  was  on  "  goods  from  Surinam  to  London,  in 
ship  or  ships,"  it  was  held  incompetent  t(5  prove  by  witnesses  that 
a  particular  ship  had  been  excepted  by  a  verbal  agreement  (y). 
And  in  a  minute  of  sale  of  woods,  in  which  a  certain  portion  of 
them  was  reserved,  the  seller  was  not  allowed  to  prove  by  parole 
that  an  additional  part  had  been  reserved  verbally  (2). 

§  156.     Witnesses  are  also  inadmissible  to  add  stipulations  to  a 
written  contract.     This  was  held  where  one  who  had  purchased  at 
a  sale  by  auction  alleged  that  the  auctioneer  stated  that  on  the 
lots  being  knocked  down,  they  were  to  be  held  as  delivered,  there 
being  no  such  condition  in  the  articles  of  roup  (a).     And  a  similar 
decision  was  pronounced  in  England,  where  it  was  alleged  that  the 
auctioneer  in  a  sale  of  timber  had  verbally  warranted  the  lots  as 
containing  a  certain  quantity  of  wood,  the  articles  of  sale  being 
silent  on  the  point  (6).     Thus  also  where  there  is  a  written  lease 
the  landlord  may  not  prove  by  witnesses  an  additional  obligation 
by  the  tenant  to  build  houses  (c),  or  to  pay  for  summer  fallow  left  on 
the  farm  by  the  outgoing  tenant  ((/).•    And  where  the  parties  had 
executed  a  written  contract  of  sale  of  grain,  it  was  held  incompetent 
to  prove  a  verbal  obligation  on  the  seller  to  carry  the  grain  twenty 
miles  beyond  the  place  where  he  delivered  it  (e).     On  the  same 
principle,  a  party  is  not  entitled  to  add  to  missives  of  a  sale  of 
heritage  a  verbal  agreement  to  hold  the  contract  rescinded,  if  the 
price  should  not  be  paid  within  six  years  (/).     And  where  there 
was  a  written  agreement  to  furnish  cast-iron  pipes  at  a  certain  rate, 
it  was  held  incompetent  to  prove  by  parole  a  verbal  stipulation  fix- 
ing the  quantity  (g).     This  case  stands  distinguished  from  one  no- 
ticed above  (A),  in  which,  the  duration  of  a  lease  having  been  blank 
in  the  written  missive  on  which  the  tenant  possessed,  the  Court 
allowed  the  term  (which  was  evidently  longer  than  one  year)  to  be 
explicated  by  parole.     In  the  latter  case  a  duration  of  some  period 
had  to  be  imported  into  the  contract ;  and  therefore  the  deed  could 

{t/}  Weston  V.  Ernes,  1808,  1  Taunt.,  116.  (2)  Kendal  and  Co.  r.  Campbell* 

1766,  M.,  12,351.  (a)  Lang  v.  Brnce,  1882,  10  S.,  777.  (b)  Powel  v. 

Edmnnds,  1810,  12  East.,  6— See  also  Jones  v.  Ednej,  1812,  8  Camp.,  286. 

(e)  Maxwell  v,  Bnrgess,  1773,  M.,  12,851.  The  proof  tendered  included  relative  ad- 
missions of  the  tenant.  (c^)  Alexander  v.  GlUon,  1847,  9  D.,  524. 

(e)  Brisbane  v.  Glasgow  merchants,  1684,  M.,  12,328.  (/)  Baptist  Churches 

».  Taylor,  1841,  8  D.,  1030.  (^)  Pollock  v,  M'Andrew,  1828,  7  S.,  189. 

(A)  M'Leod  v.  Urquhart,  1808,  Hume  D.,  840. 


«  Or  to  put  up  fences;  M'Gregor  t\  Strathallan,  1862,  24  D.,  1006. 
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not  exclude  extrinsic  proof  on  that  point.  But  in  the  former  case 
the  documents  without  the  verbal  addition  constituted  a  complete 
contract,  fixing  the  price  of  the  iron  which  should  be  taken,  but 
leaving  the  quantity  to  the  purchaser's  option ;  and  therefore  the 
par<^  proof  tendered  would  have  materially  altered  the  nature  of 
that  transaction. 

§  157.  The  principle  thus  illustrated  excludes  not  only  parole, 
but  all  extrinsic  evidence  (except  writ  or  oath  of  the  party)  by 
which  the  legal  construction  or  effect  of  a  deed  might  be  modified. 
Thus  a  party  may  not  impugn  his  obligation  by  shewing  he  was 
not  bound  in  law  to  undertake  it  (t).  And  (unless  fraud  is  alleged) 
previous  communings  and  correspondence  are  inadmissible  to  mo- 
dify the  obligations  under  a  deed  (i),  or  to  negative  the  considera- 
tion on  which  it  bears  to  proceed  (Z).^ 

§  158.  So  a  formal  deed  may  not  be  added  to  or  modified  by 
an  antecedent  minute  between  the  parties  (m)*;  and  the  legal  con- 

(•)  Higgins  V.  Livingstone,  1816,  4  Dow,  841— Jaifray  v.  Robertson,  1712,  M., 
12,337— Ross  r.  Stirling,  1816,  4  Dow,  442,  (Irish).  (k)  Miller  v.  Miller,  1822, 

1  Sh.  Ap.,  308— Clark  v.  Bums,  1885,  13  S.,  838— Hughes  v.  Gordon,  1819,  1  Bligh, 
287— Stevenson  ».  Moncrieff,  1846,  7  D.,  418.  (/)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1842,  1 

BeU  a  Ap.,  796.  {m)  Sivright  v,  Borthwick,  1828,  7  S.,  210— E.  Fife's  Tr.  v. 

Dnscan,  1824,  3  S.,  241— Gairuthers  v.  Thomson,  1886,  14  S.,  464. 


7  When  parties  have  reduced  their  respective  undertakings  and  ohligations  into 
writings,  and  these  writings  do  not  form  a  completed  contract,  as  in  the  case  of  an  offer 
and  acceptance  which  do  not  correspond,  it  is  incompetent  to  prove  verbal  communings 
with  the  view  of  proving  that  parties  had  come  to  a  complete  understanding  and  agree- 
ment.   Thus  where,  in  answer  to  a  written  offer  for  the  sale  of  lands,  an  intending 
^achnaer  wrote  that  he  accepted  the  offer  on  a  certain  understanding  in  reference  to 
certain  matters,  to  which  no  reference  was  made  in  the  offer — it  was  held  that  the  offer 
and  acceptance  did  not  form  a  completed  contract,  and  that  it  was  incompetent  to  prove 
that  the  understanding  in  the  acceptance  referred  to  verbal  representations  made  by  the 
oS^r  prior  to  the  offer ;  Johnston  v.  Clark,  1866,  18  D.,  70.    With  this  compare  the 
of  Colquhonn  v.  Wilson,  in  which,  when  a  written  offer  to  take  lands  in  feu  was 
?pted  with  certain  conditions,  and  the  offerer  took  possession  and  executed  opera- 
tions on  the  lands,  which  were  held  to  be  beyond  the  power  of  a  tenant,  and  to  be  acts 
of  proprietorship,  it  was  held  that  a  completed  contract  was  not  constituted  by  the  let- 
teia,  that  it  was  incompetent  to  prove  the  offerer's  verbal  assent  to  the  conditions  men- 
tioned in  the  acceptance,  but  that  the  incomplete  contract  was  rendered  binding  ret  m- 
tarentu,  and  that  the  conditions  in  the  letter  of  acceptance  were  binding  conditions  of 
the  contract;  Colquhoun  v.  Wilson's  Trustees,  1860,  22  D.,  1035. 

In  an  action  on  a  contract  for  haulage  at  so  much  per  horse,  the  number  of  horses 
vst  being  mentioned  in  the  contract,  it  was  held  incompetent  to  prove  that  there  had 
been  a  list  of  horses  made  out,  on  which  list,  though  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  con- 
tract, the  contract  proceeded ;  Walker  v.  Caledonian  Railway  Co.,  18^8,  20  D.,  1102. 
»  See  M'Alister  v.  Gemmil,  1862,  24  D.,  966— «4pra,  §  121,  note  11. 
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struction  of  a  patent  of  peerage  may  not  be  altered  by  referring  to 
the  marriage-contract  on  which  it  proceeded  {n).  On  the  same 
principle  it  was  held  that,  where  a  lease  had  been  sanctioned  by 
and  embodied  in  an  Act  of  Parliament,  the  preliminary  contract 
between  the  parties  (two  railway  companies)  could  not  be  read  as 
sanctioning  a  voidance  in  a  certain  event  (o).  Thus,  also,  in  con- 
struing a  statute  no  regard  can  be  had  to  the  standing  orders  of  the 
House  of  Commons  (p ),  or  to  the  discussions  in  Parliament  before 
passing  the  bill,  or  to  the  bill  as  diflFering  from  the  Act  itself  (r). 
It  follows,  that  where  there  is  a  regular  deed  between  parties,  a 
separate  contract  as  to  matters  within  its  provisions  cannot  be 
gathered  by  slight  inferences  from  writings  and  actings,  especially 
if  dated  before  the  document  (»). 

§  159.  On  the  same  principle  a  formal  decree-arbitral  may  not 
be  modified  by  referring  to  the  notes  previously  issued  by  the  ar- 
biter to  the  parties,  because  before  pronouncing  the  decree  he  may 
have  altered  the  views  which  the  notes  embody  {t).  And  if  it  bears 
to  proceed  on  grounds  within  the  submission,  or  on  the  whole  cir- 
cumstances, the  notes  may  not  be  used  to  shew  that  the  arbiter 
went  partly  on  data  beyond  the  submission  (x).  Yet  where  aji 
eiTor  calculi  is  alleged,  it  would  seem  that  the  preliminary  notes, 
containing  the  detailed  findings  and  the  data  on  which  the  decree 
proceeded,  may  be  looked  at  (y).  In  some  old  cases  arbiters  were 
examined  in  order  to  explain  their  ambiguous  awards  («).  But  this 
has  been  properly  refused  in  later  decisions  (a).     And,  although  in 


(n)  AnDandale  peerage  case,  noticed  by  Lord  Moncrieff  in  Blair  v.  Blair,  1849,  12 
D.,  109,  and  in  Lockhart  v.  M'Donald,  1840.  2  D,,  424— See  also  Innes  v.  Kerr,  18th 
Nov.  1810,  F.O.,  as  noticed  by  Lord  Moncrieff  in  these  cases.  (o)  Stirling  and 

Dunfermline  Rail,  Co.  v.  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Rail.  Co.,  1862,  14  D.,  747. 

(p)  North  British  Rail.  Co.  v.  Tod,  1845,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  184,  reversing  8  D.,  726. 

(r)  Allan  v.  Edinburgh  Parochial  Board,  1849,  11  D.,  1391— Bridges  r.  Fordyce, 
1844,  6  D.,  968 ;  affirmed,  6  Bell's  Ap.,  1.  («)  Alexander  v.  Gillon,  1847,  9  D., 

524— Hughes  v.  Gordon,  1819,  1  Bligh,  287.  (0  Ferguson  t;.  King,  1828,  6  S., 

1006— Mackenzie  v.  Girvan,  1840,  3  D.,  318— Brackenrig  v.  Menzies,  X841,  4  D.,  274, 
and  14  Scot.  Jur.,  109 — Laing  u.  Brown,  1852,  15  D.,  38 — Runciman  v.  Craigie,  1831, 
9  S.,  629 — Bankt.,  1,  23,  J  22.  (x)  Cases  in  preceding  note  compared  with 

Steele  i;.  Steele,  22d  June  1809,  F.  C,  and  Bell  v.  Halliday,  1825,  4  S.,  286,  see  if\fra, 
I  184.  (y)  Morrison  v.  Robertson,  1825,  1  W.  S.,  143.  («)  Fleming  v. 

Fleming,  1555,  M.,  624— Pharnehest  v.  Moscropt,  1611,  M.,  ib.— Hays  v.  Hay,  1671, 
M.,  12,819— Grant  v.  Grant,  1679,  M.,  10,489,  40— Davidson  v,  T.  of  Edinburgh,  1684, 
M.,  12,827.  All  these  cases  occurred  before  the  Act  of  Sederunt,  29th  April  1695,  ?  26, 
declaring  decrees-arbitral  reducible  only  on  the  grounds  of  corruption,  bribery,  and 
falsehood.  (a)  Williamson  v  Dinwiddic,  1777,  6  Sup.,  428 — Woddrop  r.  Finlay, 

1794,  M.,  628— Bankt.,  1,  28,  I  22. 
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the  special  case  of  a  judicial  reference  to  the  arbiters  named  in  a 
contract  which  takes  the  parties  bound  to  refer  their  disputes,  the 
Court  may  remit  to  the  arbiters  to  explain  their  award,  or  even  to 
reconsider  it  with  a  view  to  certain  objections  (6), — the  general 
rule  is,  that  a  decree-arbitral,  like  any  other  finished  writ,  must 
stand  or  fall  on  its  own  merits,  and  must  be  construed  by  itself  (c). 
This,  however,  does  not  exclude  the  examination  of  the  arbiters  on 
questions  of  fact  regarding  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings,  as 
whether  they  decided  without  hearing  parties  or  allowing  a  proof, 
or  whether  they  differed  before  devolving  on  the  oversman  (d),^ 

§  160.  Where  parties  have  by  missives  or  correspondence 
bound  themselves  to  enter  into  certain  obligations  by  a  formal  deed, 
these  documents  are  admissible  on  the  question,  whether  the  deed 
as  extended  but  not  yet  executed  embodies  the  agreement.  But  in 
order  to  be  binding,  the  antecedent  documents  must  prove  a  con- 
cluded intention  to  contract,  the  deed  being  only  required  for  giving 
technical  effect  to  it  (e).  A  draft  adjusted  by  the  parties  may  also 
be  used  in  such  questions,  although  the  consequence  may  be  to 
break  off  the  agreement  (/). 

Except  in  such  special  cases,  however,  an  extended  deed  may 
not  be  contradicted  by  reference  to  the  draft;  because,  if  they  differ, 
there  is  a  presumption /t^m  et  dejure  that  the  draft  was  departed 
from,  and  the  deed  agreed  to  as  extended  (g)}^  So  the  testator's 
instructions  to  his  agent  cannot  be  used  in  order  to  modify  the  con- 
straction  of  a  regular  will  (A),  or  to  alter  the  proper  meaning  of  the 


(6)  Reid  v.  Walker,  1828,  7  S.,  82.  In  a  regular  judicial  reference,  a  remit  to  the 
vi>iter  to  explain  his  award  was  made,  but  only  of  consent  of  parties ;  Anderson  v.  Pott, 
1833, 11  S.,  778.  (c)  Cases  in  the  preceding  notes  (r),  (a),  and  (6).     See  also 

X'Xair  v.  Gray,  1881,  6  S.,  736  ;  affid.,  6  W.  S.,  806.  (rf)  See  Carse,  Acts  of 

Sedenmt,  17th  Dec.  1783  and  10th  Aug.  1784— Arthur  v,  Callin,  1773,  M.,  667  ;  Hailes, 
5Si  S.  C— See  Colquhoun  v.  Corbet,  1784,  (H.  of  Lords)  2  Pat.,  626. 

(«)  CampbeU  c.  Ralston,  1842,  4  D.,  1310— Mills  v.  Albion  Ins.  Co.,  1827,  6  S.,  930; 
■ffii,  3  W.  S.,  218— See  also  Hamilton  v,  D.  of  Queensbcrry's  Exrs.,  1833,  12  S.,  206. 

(/)  Dallas  V,  Fraser,  1833,  11  D.,  1068.  (g)  Drysdale  v.  Johnstone,  1839, 

1  D^  418,  per  L.  Gillies.  .  (h)  M'Leod  v.  Cunningliam,  1841,  3  D.,  1288. 


•  It  is  competent,  in  order  to  determine  whether  a  decree  of  absolvitor  from  the 
coDclasionB  of  an  action  as  laid,  supported  the  defence  of  res  judicata  in  a  second  action, 
to  read  tiie  opinions  of  the  Judges  at  advising  to  ascertain  the  meaning  and  scope  of 
the  decree  founded  on ;  Glasgow,  Airdrie,  and  Monkland  Junction  Railway  Co.  v. 
Dit*,  1861,  23  D.,  836. 

^*  Tlie  deed  in  the  case  quoted  was  not  only  extended  but  executed. 
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term  "heirs"  under  it  (i).  In  one  case  the  instructions  to  the 
agent  (admitted  to  have  been  his  only  guide  in  preparing  the  deed) 
were  used  in  order  to  fill  in  the  name  of  a  legatee  which  had  been 
omitted  (k).  But  this  case  (as  it  has  been  reported)  is  more  than 
questionable  {I). 

§  161.  In  the  cases  hitherto  noticed,  the  part/s  object  in  ten- 
dering the  proof  was  to  shew  that  the  writing  did  not  correctly  or 
fully  set  forth  the  stipulations  originally  agreed  to.  It  is  a  dififer- 
ent,  and  often  a  difiicult,  question,  whether  the  averment  that 
obligations  constituted  by  writing  were  modified  by  a  subsequent 
verbal  agreement,  may  be  proved  by  witnesses.  The  principles 
which  exclude  parole  to  affect  a  written  contract  as  ab  imtio  do  not 
apply  to  such  a  case.  And  the  only  ground  on  which  the  evidence 
could  be  rejected  is,  that  an  obligation  which  has  been  constituted 
by  writing  cannot  be  extinguished  by  parole.  But  the  latter  prin- 
ciple is  of  a  much  more  limited  character  than  the  former ;  and  for 
the  obvious  reason,  that  although  it  must  be  presumed  that  par- 
ties make  their  written  contract  the  only  measure  (»f  their  obliga- 
tions, they  not  unfrequently  agree  to  alter  and  modify  these  after- 
wards without  executing  a  new  deed.  The  Court  have  had  consi- 
derable difficulty  in  dealing  with  this  class  of  cases,  which  have 
'  not  yet  been  cleared  up  by  decisions. 

;§  162.  On  the  one  hand,  it  has  been  held  incompetent  to  lead 
parole  proof  of  an  agreement  altering  a  deed,  where  the  adducer 
does  not  offer  to  prove  acts  of  possession  by  the  other  party  under 
the  new  agreement,  or  mutual  actings  upon  it,  or  circumstances 
which  shew  that  it  was  adopted  and  proceeded  upon  by  the  other 
party;  whereas  a  proof  of  facts  and  circumstances  of  these  descrip- 
tions has  repeatedly  been  admitted.  Thus  a  vassal  who  was  pro- 
hibited by  his  feu-charter  from  building  ale-houses,  was  not  allowed 
to  prove  by  witnesses  that  his  superior  consented  to  his  using  one 
of  the  buildings  as  an  hotel  (m).  And  parole  was  held  not  adna.is^ 
sible  to  prove  that  written  instructions  to  a  stock-broker  to  purchase 
shares  had  been  altered  verbally  (w).  And  in  a  summary  petition 
by  a  master  against  a  servant  for  having  deserted  his  employment, 


(t)  Blair  v.  Blair,  1849,  12  D.,  97.     As  to  parole  for  ezplainiDg  the  term  "heirs," 
see  next  Title.  (A)  Pollock  v.  Gilmour,  1777,  M.,  8098,  and  M.,  Legacy  Appx., 

No.  1.  (Q  Per  L.  Cockburn  in  Blair  v.  Blair,  nipra — Hunt  v.  Hort,  1791,  8  Br. 

0.  C,  811.  (m)  Scott  V.  Cairns,  1830,  9  S.,  246.  (n)  SteYenson  r. 

Manson,  1840,  2  D.,  1204. 
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where  the  master  alleged  that  a  written  contract  of  service  for  seven 
jears  at  thirty  shillings  per  week  of  wages  had  been  renounced, 
and  a  new  one  at  twenty-five  shillings  had  been  substituted  for  it, 
the  Court  held  that  the  allegation  could  not  be  proved  by  parole  (o). 
They  have  also  rejected  parole  of  the  averment  that  a  legacy  which 
had  been  left  by  writing  had  been  revoked  verbally  {p) ;  and  in 
several  cases  it  has  been  held  that  renunciation  of  rights  and  obli- 
gations constituted  by  writ  could  not  be  proved  by  parole  evi- 
dence (r).  A  similar  view  is  also  seen  in  a  case  where  the  land- 
lord in  a  written  lease,  which  stipulated  that  the  rent  should  be 
paid  fore-hand,  alleged  that  the  lease  had  fallen  in  consequence  of 
the  tenant  having  intimated  his  inability  to  comply  with  that  con- 
dition. The  Court  held  that  the  intimation  could  only  be  proved 
by  the  tenants  writ  or  oath  («).* 

.§  163.  The  strict  rule  which  these  decisions  indicate  was  re- 
laxed in  the  following  cases.  Where  one  alleged  that  a  written 
contract  to  fish  and  cure  herrings  at  a  certain  specified  rate  had 
been  abandoned  by  mutual  consent,  and  that  a  new  contract  with 
a  different  stipulation  as  to  the  price  had  been  agreed  to,  the  case 
was  sent  to  a  jury,  and  on  the  trial  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner 
admitted  parole  of  facts  and  circumstances  to  prove  the  new  agree- 
ment, of  which  no  direct  evidence  was  tendered.  His  Lordship, 
however,  observed,  "To  do  away  with  a  written  agreement  the 
proof  must  be  solemn  and  clear,  and  I  shall  watch  it"  (t).  Again, 
where  a  contract  for  raising  a  certain  quantity  of  ironstone  at  a 
specified  rate  per  ton  payable  fortnightly  had  been  entered  into  by 
written  missives,  and  the  work  had  been  performed,  and  payment 
had  been  made  for  the  first  half  at  a  specified  rate  and  for  the  se- 
cond half  at  a  lower  rate,  the  Court,  in  an  action  for  payment  of 
the  difference  of  the  second  half,  held  that  it  was  competent  to 
prove  by  parole  that  it  had  been  raised  at  the  lower  rate  under  a 

(o)  Dambarton  Glass  Co.  v.  Coatswortb,  1847,  9  D.,  732.    See  it{fra,  i  166. 

Ip)  Hooston  V,  Houston,  1681,  M..  12,307— WLitefoord  v.  Alton,  1742,  M.,  8072. 

(r)  Ker  v.  Sheddan,  1737,  Elch.  "Locus  Penitentiaj,"  No.  3 — Countess  of  Argyle  v. 
Sbenff  of  Moray,  1588,  M.,  12,800— L.  Craigraillar  v.  Chalmers,  1689,  M.,  12,808— 
Honler  •.  Dunn,  1809,  Hume  D^  684r-Brody  v.  Cromarty's  Crs.,  1688,  M.,  12,828— 
Eiak,  3, 8,  8— Tait,  826.  (*)  Smith  v.  Robertson,  1881,  9  S.,  761. » 

(«)  Craig  V.  Budge,  1823,  3  Mur.,  820.  The  jury  found  for  the  defender,  who  main- 
tuned  the  original  contract.    See  also  M'Intosh  v.  M'Tavish,  1828,  0  S.,  992. 


*  The  Court  refused  to  allow  a  proof  at  large  of  the  intimation,  but  they  held  that 
tbe  tenant  had  offered  the  rent  deftito  tempore. 
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verbal  contract,  which  in  that  respect  altered  the  original  written 
agreement  (w).  Their  Lordships  were  a  good  deal  influenced  by 
the  fact  that  the  action  had  not  been  brought  till  the  working  under 
the  contract  had  come  to  an  end.  A  similar  decision  was  pro- 
nounced in  a  recent  case  (iv),  where  a  tenant  founded  on  a  T\nritten 
lease  for  fifteen  years,  which  stipulated  for  a  grain  rent  convertible 
into  money  at  the  fiar's  prices,  but  the  landlord  contended  that  after 
four  years'  possession  the  parties  had  agreed  verbally  that  the  rent 
should  be  fixed  in  money  at  a  sum,  which  until  the  year  before  the 
case  arose  had  been  considerably  less  than  the  converted  value  of 
the  original  grain  rent.  In  support  of  his  allegation,  the  landlord 
founded  on  certain  letters  written  by  the  tenant  craving  a  reduction 
of  rent,  and  on  the  receipts  for  rent  during  nine  years,  none  of 
which  made  reference  to  a  grain  rent ;  but  he  did  not  produce  any 
proper  writs  of  the  tenant  proving  the  alleged  alteration  on  the 
contract.  The  evidence,  however,  was  held  to  prove  that  there  had 
been  an  alteration  by  agreement,  and  not  merely  by  favour  of  the 
landlord.  The  Court  treated  the  case  (which  came  up  by  advoca- 
tion from  a  RherilT  Court)  as  a  jury  question,  and  while  considering 
that  "  it  is  always  a  hazardous  proceeding  to  allow  a  deviation  from 
the  terms  of  a  written  agreement,  and  one  which  requires  strong 
proof,"  they  held  that  the  proof  was  sufiicicnt  for  the  purpose. 

§  164.  This  is  an  important  case,  especially  as  it  occurred  with, 
a  purchaser  from  the  party  who  had  granted  the  lease,  and  with 
whom  the  alteration  had  been  arranged.  It  is  thought  not  to  con- 
flict with  a  previous  decision  (x),  where  a  tenant  maintaining  that 
his  rent  under  a  written  lease  'had  been  abated  by  verbal  agree- 
ment, failed  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  abatement  was  more  than 
voluntary  on  the  part  of  the  landlord.  In  another  case  (y),  how- 
ever, where  a  tenant  pursuing  his  landlord  for  wrongous  sequestra- 
tion, craved  an  issue  whether  the  rent  under  his  written  lease  had 
been  altered  by  a  verbal  agreement,  the  Court  before  sending  the 
case  to  trial  took  the  unusual  course  of  deciding  by  anticipation  on 
the  mode  of  proof ;  and,  finding  that  the  tenant  did  not  aver  any 
written  agreement  modifying  the  lease,  held  that  it  was  incompe- 
tent to  prove  that  fact  by  parole.  .  This  decision  was  pronounced 
with  special  reference  to  the  terms  of  the  condescendence,  which 


(u)  Thomson  v.  Monkland  Steel  Co.,  1836.  14  S.,  393.  (tp)  Baillie  v.  Frascr, 

1868,  16  D.,  747.  (z)  Gibb  v.  AVinning,  28th  May  1829,  F.  C,  and  7  S.,  677, 

8.  C,  noticed  in  Baillie  v,  Fraser,  supra,  per  Lord  Ivory.  (y)  Law  v,  Glbsone. 

1836,  18  S.,  396. 
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showed  that  the  tenant  meditated  a  general  proof  by  witnesses,  and 
had  no  specific  case  of  acting  upon  and  taking  payment  under  the 
new  lease,  as  in  one  of  the  decisions  mentioned  above.  The  Court 
seem  to  have  considered  that  the  agreement  to  abate  might  have 
been  proved  by  "  facts  and  circumstances." 

Again,  where  a  contract  of  copartnery  provided  that  a  certain 
partner  was  to  bear  his  proportion  of  the  loss,  the  House  of  Lords 
held  that  the  circumstances,  including  the  conduct  of  the  partners, 
omission  to  claim,  and  inconsistent  representations  throughout  a 
long  litigation,  proved  either  that  the  real  intention  of  parties  had 
been  different,  or  that  a  new  agreement  had  been  entered  into  (y). 
§  165.     The  result  of  these  cases  seems  to  be,  that  although 
parole  is  in  general  inadmissible  to  prove  that  a  written  contract 
hais  been  abandoned  or  altered  by  a  subsequent  verbal  arrangement, 
yet  if  the  actings  of  the  parties  clearly  show  that  this  is  the  case, 
the  Court  will  not  maintain  the  writing  against  the  real  facts.     In 
such  cases,  also,  direct  testimony  will  be  admitted  to  expiscate  the 
tenns  of  the  new  agreement,  care  being  taken  not  to  place  much 
reliance  on  the  recollection  of  the  witnesses  as  to  its  precise  terms. 
I  166.     But  where  a  contract,  which  in  its  own  nature  requires 
writing,  has  not  merely  been  modified  or  limited  without  its  iden- 
tity being  impaired,  but  has  been  altered  in  an  essential  part,  so  as 
to  have  become  substantially  a  new  contract,  it  is  manifest  that  no 
evidence  except  writing  will  be  received  to  prove  the  second  agree- 
ment ;  for  the  rule  which  would  have  excluded  parole  of  the  obli- 
gation originally,  is  not  obviated  by  the  fact  of  there  having  been 
A  preTiotis  contract  between  the  parties  relating  to  the  same  mat- 
ter (z).      Thus  it  is  fixed  in  England  that  in  contracts  for  which  the 
ftatnte  of  Frauds  prescribes  writing,  alterations  of  this  nature  re- 
quire the  same  kind  of  proof;  e,g.,  where  it  was  alleged  that  an 
alteration  had  been  made  on  the  time  of  delivery  under  a  contract 
of  sale  (a)  ;  and  where  one  port  was  said  to  have  been  substituted 
ibr  another  in  a  contract  of  ship  insurance  (b).    The  same  principle 

(^)  Oeddes  v,  Wallace,  1820,  2  Bligh,  270— See  also  Manle  v.  Elobb,  1807,  Hume 
D^  885 — ^Hay  «.  M*Teir,  noted  ib.,  886— -Aglionby  v.  Watson,  1809,  ib.,  845,  as  to  pro7- 
kg  hj  fmcta  and  circumstances  that  the  landlord  waived  his  right  under  a  clause  in  the 
escliuiing  assignees  and  subtenants.  (2}  This  principle  is  brought  out « 

in  the  case  of  Pollock  v,  M'Andrew,  1828,  7  S.,  189,  n/pra,  {  166 ;  where  it 
by  Lord  Glenlee  that  if  the  party  had  alleged  that  the  number  of  pipes 
M  been  fixed  by  a  subsequent  yerbal  agreement,  that  might  have  been  proYed  by  pa- 
■ie.  (a)  Marshall  v,  Lynn,  1840,  6  Mee.  and  Wei.,  109.  (b)  Leslie  v. 

Be  la  Torre,  died  12  East.,  588— White  v.  Parken,  12  East.,  ib.— 2  Phil.,  86&— Taylor, 

vol*.  I.  1 
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is  seen  in  a  case  of  alleged  alteration  on  a  written  contract  of  ser- 
vice, of  which  more  than  a  year  had  still  to  run  (c).  So  the  prin- 
ciple that  until  a  lease  for  a  longer  period  than  one  year  has  been 
reduced  into  writing  or  followed  by  rei  interventus,  either  party  is 
entitled  to  resile,  may  render  parole  proof  of  an  alteration  on  the 
terms  of  a  written  lease  unavailing,  unless  it  embrace  actings  or 
possession  under  the  new  contract.  And  upon  this  view  the  caBes 
above  noticed  of  alteration  as  to  the  rent  stipulated  under  a  written 
lease  may  be  reconciled,  although  the  reports  do  not  so  distinguish 
between  them. 

§  167.  In  cases  which  in  their  own  nature  require  written  evi- 
dence, a  distinction  must  also  be  taken  between  proving  the  alter- 
ation in  order  to  show  that  the  original  contract  has  been  aban- 
doned, and  proving  it  to  constitute  a  new  contr«tct ;  oath  of  party 
being  always  competent  for  the  former  purpose,  but  incompetent 
for  the  latter,  unless  rei  interventvs  has  ensued  on  the  contract  as 
so  altered  {d)}^ 

(c)  Dumbarton  Glass  Co.  t».  Coatsworth,  1847,  9  D.,  782,  mpra,  J  162. 
\d)  See  infra,  i  242. 


^1  On  this  subject,  viz.,  the  effect  of  a  verbal  agreement  to  waive  or  modify  a  written 
agreement,  it  is  thought  that  the  law  deducible  from  the  opinions  delivered  in  the  House 
of  Lords  in  the  recent  and  important  case  of  Wark  o.  The  Bargaddie  Goal  Co.,  may  be 
stated  to  be  in  substance  as  follows :— An  agreement  to  waive  or  modify  a  written  sti- 
pulation may  be  competently  and  completely  proved  by  parole  evidence  alone,  parole 
evidence  being,  for  this  purpose,  as  competent  as  oath  of  party,  and  differing  from  it 
only  in  probative  force,  and  not  in  competency.    But  a  verbal  agreement  to  waive 
or  abandon  a  written  stipulation,  whether  proved  by  parole  or  by  oath  of  party, 
is  not  binding  although  it  be  proved.    Either  party  may  resile  from  the  verbal  ag^ee- 
ment  and  insist  on  standing  by  the  written  agreement ;  and,  therefore,  an  averment 
that  there  has  been  a  verbal  agreement  to  waive  or  modify  a  written  stipulation,  is,  if 
unsupported  by  any  further  averment,  irrelevant,  and  will  not  entitle  the  party  making 
it  either  to  an  issue  or  to  a  reference  to  the  oath  of  his  opponent ;  since,  although  the 
verdict  or  oath  were  in  his  favour,  he  nevertheless  could  not  succeed,  because  there 
would  still  remain  to  his  opponent  a  locus  penitential.    But  if  to  the  averment  of  verbal 
agreement  to  waive  or  abandon  a  written  stipulation,  there  be  added  averments  t^^  acts 
amounting  in  law  to  rei  interventue  have  foUowed  on  the  verbal  agreement,  then  such 
averments  will  warrant  an  issue  whether  the  things  complained  of,  as  in  violation  of  the 
written  agreement,  were  done  with  the  consent  of  the  person  who  complains  of  them, 
and  the  pursuer  of  that  issue  wiU  not  be  restricted  in  that  proof  to  the  writ  or  oath  of 
his  opponent,  but  may  use  all  the  ordinary  methods  of  proof ;  and  if  he  give  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  rei  interventus,  and  of  the  verbal  agreement,  then  the  verbal  agreement 
will  be  as  obligatory  and  effectual  as  if  it  had  been  embodied  in  writing.    But  although 
these  propositions  seem  warranted  by  the  judgments  delivered  in  the  House  of  LfOrds, 
it  may  perhaps  be  doubted  whether  that  case  can  be  regarded  as  establishing  them  to 
their  fuU  extent  as  principles  of  Scotch  law ;  as  views  of  the  exact  import  and  effect  of 
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§  168.     It  will  also  be  kept  in  view  that  while  verbal  modifica- 
tions (in  whatever  way  they  are  proved)  may  be  maintained  against 


the  jndgment,  not  apparently  entirely  uniform  and  consistent,  haye  been  expressed  on 
the  bench. 

The  action  was  founded  on  an  alleged  violation  of  a  lease  of  minerals.  All  the 
min^uls  in  the  lands  of  Bargaddie  were  let  by  a  written  lease,  but  the  tenants  engaged 
to  leave  a  barrier  between  the  Bargaddie  and  the  adjoining  mineral  fields.  The  tenant 
vorked  ont,  at  certain  places,  the  barrier  between  Bargaddie  and  the  adjoining  mineral 
fiald  of  Bredisholme ;  and  the  action  raised  by  the  proprietor  of  Bargaddie  was  founded  on 
this  violation  of  the  lease.  The  tenant  stated  in  defence  that  the  landlord  had  verbally 
agreed  to  waive  the  stipulation  about  the  barrier,  and  that  he,  the  tenant,  had  removed  it 
8ax>rdingly  in  the  knowledge  and  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  landlord.  The  Court  of 
Sffldon  thought  that  this  statement  involved  two  separate  defences,  the  one  founded  on  the 
verbal  agreement,  supported  by  rei  wUerveniut ;  the  other  on  the  landlord's  acquiescence, 
apart  from,  and  falling  to  be  dealt  with,  as  unconnected  with  the  verbal  agreement ; 
and  they  held  that  there  were  no  sufficient  averments  to  support  this  latter  defence. 
With  regard  to  the  former  defence,  the  Court  held  parole  proof  of  the  alleged  agreement 
incompetent ;  and,  that  being  so,  they  held  it  illogical  and  incompetent  to  found  on  the 
ret  ifUervetUut  in  supx)ort  of  the  verbal  agreement.  To  do  so,  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk 
(Hope)  obeerved,  would  be  to  reason  in  a  circle ;  because,  before  the  actings  of  parties 
eould  be  referred  to  the  verbal  agreement,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  that  agreement  inde- 
pendently of  these  actings,  which,  ex  hypotheai,  was  incompetent,  there  being  admittedly 
no  written  proof.  But  in  the  House  of  Lords  this  mode  of  dealing  with  the  defender's 
case  was  disapproved  of,  and  it  was  held  that  the  defence  could  not  be  separated  as  was 
done  in  the  Court  of  Session,  but  that  aU  the  grounds  of  it  ought  to  be  considered  to- 
gether. The  House  agreed  with  the  Court  in  holding  that  a  written  agreement  could 
not  he  varied  or  waived  by  words  only,  because,  so  long  as  matters  were  entire,  there 
remained  a  locut  penitmtiae  to  the  person  consenting  to  the  variation  or  waiver ;  but  their 
Lordships  held  that,  if  there  had  been  rei  inierventus  following  on  such  a  parole  agree- 
ment, the  agreement  was  no  longer  revocable,  but  became  as  binding  as  if  it  had  been 
made  in  writing.  The  Lord  Chancellor  (Chelmsford)  observed  that  the  appellants 
might  Tery  well  say  that,  although  separately  these  two  things,  consent  and  acqules- 
eenoe,  might  be  insufficient,  '*  yet  juneta  juvant ";  and  the  House  remitted  the  cause 
vith  a  declaration  that  the  Court  ought  to  have  directed  an  issue  *'  Whether  the  barrier 
eocl  was  worked  and  removed  with  the  consent  of  the  pursuer?  " 

This  case  has  been  more  than  once  explained  from  the  bench,  and  it  is  important 
to  keep  in  view  the  opinions  which  have  been  expressed  of  its  meaning  and  effect.  In 
the  recent  case  of  Sutherland  v.  Montrose  Shipbuilding  Co.,  Lord  Cowan  observed  that 
the  jvftdgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Wark  went  no  further  than  this,  that 
**  acts  of  acquiescence  at  variance  with  the  terms  of  a  written  agreement  may  be  the 
subject  of  parole  proof  ";  and,  in  the  same  case,  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  stated 
Ids  understanding  of  the  law  applied  in  the  case  of  Waxk  to  be  "  that,  where  there  are 
avermente  of  acquiescence  in  operations  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  written  con* 
tract,  they  may  be  admitted  to  proof;  and,  if  it  appear  that  the  acquiescence  was  the 
eoBseqnence  of  a  previous  arrangement,  that  it  is  then  competent  to  prove  that  arrange- 
aent.**  Still  more  recently.  Lord  Deas  observed  that  what  was  decided  in  the  House 
of  Lords  was,  that  the  proof  of  the  alleged  consent  "  was  not  limited  to  the  landlord's 
writ.  The  alternative  of  the  landlord's  oath,  so  far  as  we  can  see  from  the  reports,  was 
not  suggested  by  the  parties."    On  the  other  hand,  the  view  taken  by  Lord  Curriehill 

I  2 
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either  of  the  parties  to  the  original  contract,  they  will  be  unavailing 
as  against  a  purchaser  or  other  third  party  who  is  entitled  by  law 
to  rely  on  the  written  title  (e). 

§  169.  Of  course  the  rule  by  which  extrinsic  evidence  is  inad- 
missible to  add  to  the  stipulations  of  a  deed,  does  not  apply  to 
matters  collateral  to  the  document ;  because  on  these  there  is  no 
written  agreement  between  the  parties.  In  such  questions,  there- 
fore, the  nature  and  object  of  the  writing  must  be  considered,  so 
that  on  the  one  hand  obligations  or  conditions  may  not  be  added  to 
a  deed  designed  for  recording  all  the  agreement  which  the  parties 
made  on  a  particular  subject, — ^while  on  the  other  hand  a  writing 
intended  to  embrace  only  certain  branches  or  stipulations  of  an 
agreement  ought  not  to  be  stretched  to  matters  beyond  its  purvieu ; 

(«)  So  held  where  a  verhal  statement  of  rent  due  under  a  written  lease  was  pleaded 
against  a  purchaser  of  the  lessor ;  Riddick  v,  Wrightman,  1790,  Hume  D.,  776 — Grant 
V.  Watt,  1802,  ih.,  777,  note. 


was,  that  the  ground  of  decision  was  in  effect  that  the  piece  of  ground  upon  which  the 
operations  complained  of  took  place  was  not  included  in  the  lease  at  all, — an  opinion 
founded,  probahly,  on  the  consideration  that,  although  the  whole  of  the  minerals  in 
Bargaddie  were  ezfigura  verborum  included  in  the  lease,  the  tenants  were  restricted  from 
working  that  part  of  them  to  which  the  action  referred.    Bearing  in  view  these  inter- 
pretations of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  it  seems  doubtful  how  far  it  can  be 
affirmed  that  parole  evidence  of  an  agreement  to  waive  or  modify  a  written  stipulation 
in  regard  to  land  is  competent  and  sufficient  to  establish  the  existence  of  the  agreement, 
and  that  the  agreement  so  established  is  irrevocable  and  effectual  if  ret  nUerventua  have 
followed  on  it.    At  all  events  the  principle  cannot  be  extended  to  the  constitution  of  a 
contract  relative  to  land.    A  verbal  contract  relative  to  land  cannot  be  proved  by  parole, 
but  by  oath  of  party  only ;  while,  if  so  proved,  it  will  be  obligatory  if  followed  by  ret  tn- 
terventua.    Hence,  if  a  party  aver  a  verbal  contract,  and  acts  constituting  rei  inierventUM 
following  on  it,  he  will,  at  least  if  he  prove  the  rei  interventuB,  be  entitled  to  refer  to  his 
opponent's  oath  whether  there  was  such  a  verbal  agreement ;  but  he  will  not  be  entitled 
to  a  proof  at  large  of  the  agreement.    Nor,  probably,  could  the  principle  in  the  case  of 
Wark  be  applied  to  the  case  of  a  modification  of  a  written  contract  so  essential  as  truly 
to  create  a  new  contract.    In  such  a  case,  the  party  alleging  the  change  would  probably 
be  confined  to  his  adversary's  writ  or  oath.    Thus,  since  the  judgment  in  the  case  of 
Wark,  it  has  been  held  incompetent  to  establish  by  parole  evidence  a  verbal  lease  for 
999  years ;  and,  in  another  case,  it  was  held  incompetent  to  establish  by  parole  an  agree- 
ment to  allow  the  builder  of  a  ship  two  months  longer  than  the  time  stipulated  in  a 
written  contract,  but  in  this  latter  case  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  rd  interveniu9  / 
Wark  V,  Bargaddie  Goal  Co.,  1866, 18  D.,  772 ;  reversed  1869,  8  Macqueen,  467,  and 
81  Jur.,  828  and  767— Sutherland  v,  Montrose  Shipbuilding  Co.,  1860,  22  D.,  665, 
671,  678— Gowan's  Trs.  v.  Garstairs,  1862, 24  D.,  1882.    The  case  of  Gowan's  Trustees 
has  been  appealed.    See  also  Edmondston  v.  Bruce,  1861,  28  D.,  996 ;  and  Granger  v. 
Geils,  1867, 19  D.,  1010,  opinion  of  Lord  Deas. 
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for,  if  it  were,  extrinsic  evidence  would  be  excluded  on  matters 
which  the  parties  purposely  left  to  be  expiscated  by  that  means. 

The  most  prominent  illustrations  of  this  principle  occur  where 
the  writing  is  a  short  xuemorandum,  in  which  only  certain  points 
of  the  contract  are  recorded.  Thus  in  an  EngUsh  case  where  soon 
after  the  sale  of  a  horse  the  seller  had  given  the  purchaser  a  paper 
in  these  words,  "  bought  of  G.  P.  a  horse  for  the  sum  of  £7, 2s.  6d., 
G.  P.,"  and  the  purchaser  averred  that  there  had  been  a  verbal  war- 
ranty, parole  of  the  warranty  was  admitted,  on  the  ground  that 
the  paper  had  been  intended  merely  as  a  memorandum  of  the  trans- 
action, or  a  receipt  for  the  price,  and  not  as  a  written  contract  of 
sale  (/).  So  in  an  action  for  not  taking  proper  care  of  a  horse, 
which  had  been  hired  upon  a  memorandum  in  pencil  on  a  card  in 
diese  terms, "  Six  weeks  at  two  guineas,  W.W."  Lord  EUenborough 
admitted  parole  to  prove  that  at  the  time  of  the  contract  it  had 
been  stipulated  that,  as  the  horse  had  a  habit  of  shying,  the  person 
who  took  it  on  hire  was  to  be  liable  to  all  accidents  (gr).  His  Lord- 
ship's opinion  wfell  illustrates  the  rule  applicable  to  these  cases  :— 
"  The  written  agreement  merely  regulates  the  time  of  hiring  and 
the  rat^  of  payment ;  and  I  shall  not  allow  any  evidence  to  be  given 
by  the  plaintiff  in  contradiction  of  these  terms ;  but  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  is  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  suppletory 
matter  as  part  of  the  agreement/' 

§  170.  The  apphcation  of  the  same  principle  to  writings  of  a 
more  elaborate  nature  will  be  seen  from  the  following  illustrations. 
The  agent  for  a  landlord  having  written  to  a  proposing  tenant,  ac- 
cepting his  offer  for  a  farm  which  had  been  advertised,  and  the 
offerer  having  afterwards  signed  a  minute  or  memorandum  prepared 
at  a  meeting  with  the  agent,  and  containing  the  subordinate  stipu- 
lations of  the  intended  lease  (which  memorandum  he  alleged  had 
also  been  signed  by  the  agent),  the  landlord  refused  to  complete 
the  arrangement  An  action  having  then  been  raised  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  proposing  tenant  against  the  landlord  and  agent,  the 
landlord  was  assoilzied  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  authorised 
his  agent  to  conclude  a  lease,  and  the  agent  was  allowed  to  prove 
by  ]>arole  the  offerer's  understanding  that  he  had  only  authority  to 
make  a  bargain  subject  to  the  landlord's  approval  (h).    So  in  an 

(J)  Anen  V,  Pink,  1888,  4  Me.  and  Wd.,  140-144 ;  6  Dowl.,  668,  S.  0. 

(^)  Jeflfrey  v.  Walton,  1816, 1  Starkie  B.,  267.  See  a  donbtfol  case  on  this  point ; 
Cheap  V.  Philip,  1666,  M.,  12,812,  qnestioned  by  Tait,  884.  (A)  Dodds  v. 

WaDcer,  1822,  2  S.,  81.  The  action  waa  for  implement  as  against  the  landlord,  and 
biSag  that,  for  damages  as  against  the  agent. 
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English  case  where  the  assignment  of  an  indenture  bore,  as  the 
consideration,  that  £3,  10s.  had  been  paid  by  the  old  master  to  the 
new,  it  was  held  competent  to  prove  that  the  old  master  had  re- 
ceived the  money  from  the  parish  funds  to  make  the  payment  (i). 
Again,  where  a  father  and  son  had  been  joint  tenants  under  a  writ- 
ten lease,  the  father's  executors  were  allowed  to  prove  jproi^^  dejure 
that  the  crop  and  stocking  had  belonged  to  him  exclusively,  al- 
though, in  cases  of  joint  tenancy  there  is  a  presumption  that  the 
crop  and  stocking  are  joint  property  (4).  The  ground  of  this  de- 
cision evidently  was,  that  the  written  lease  was  intended  for  fixing 
the  obligations  of  the  tenants  as  regarded  the  landlord,  and  not  for 
embodying  a  contract  between  the  lessees  as  to  their  respective  in- 
terests. The  same  principle  is  strongly  manifested  in  two  older 
cases :  in  which  the  question  was  how  one  of  the  joint  obligants  in 
a  bond  could  prove  that  he  was  only  bound  as  a  cautioner,  where 
the  question  occurred  with  those  in  right  of  the  other  obligant  (Z). 
In  the  one  case  the  party  alleging  he  was  cautioner  was  allowed 
a  proof  before  answer,  in  which  he  showed  that  the  money  had 
been  paid  to,  and  applied  to  the  use  of,  the  other  party,  and  that 
several  communings  had  taken  place  between  them  with  a  view 
to  the  latter  granting  a  bond  'of  relief.  Upon  this  the  Court, 
by  a  narrow  majority,  found  that  the  allegation  was  proved  (m). 
In  the  other  case  referred  to,  the  Court  "  had  no  doubt  of  the  com- 
petency of  a  proof  by  facts  and  circumstances,"  in  order  to  show 
that  one  of  the  joint  obligants  (who  had  paid  the  debt  and  claimed 
to  rank  for  the  whole  sum  in  the  bankrupt  estate  of  the  other)  was 
truly  a  cautioner;  and  on  considering  the  proof  they  foimd  the 
averment  to  be  substantiated  {n)P 

Some  further  illustrations  of  this  principle  will  be  found  in  a 
previous  section  on  the  necessity  for  producing  the  written  contract, 
when  the  matter  in  issue  is  collateral  to  it  (o).     The  cases  on  the 

(i)  R.  V.  Inhabitants  of  Llangunno,  1881,  2  B.  and  Ad.,  616.  (Jc)  Kilpatrick 

V.  Kilpatrick,  1841,  4  D.,  109.  (I)  Such  a  proof  is  incompetent  as  in  a  question 

with  the  creditor ;  supra^  J  164.  {m)  Drummond  v.  Nicolson's  Crs.,  1697,  M., 

12,829.  (n)  Smollet  v.  Bell  and  Rannie,  1798,  M.,  12,354.    See  also  per  Lord 

Guninghame  in  Lindsay  v.  Barmcotte,  1861,  18  D.,  726.  (o)  Suprc^,  §  121. 

In  Harrowar  v.  Wells,  1749,  Elch.  "  Prescription,"  No.  81,  a  verbal  bargain  setting  hay 
in  steelbow  for  nineteen  years  was  allowed  to  be  proved  at  the  end  of  that  period,  al- 
though there  was  a  written  lease  of  the  same  duration  which  did  not  contain  any  clause 
to  that  effect. 


12  Proof  that  a  party  appearing  ex  fade  of  an  invoice  the  vendor,  was  not  so,  admitted. 
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converse  rule,  that  stipulations  cannot  be  added  by  parole  to  a  writ- 
ing which  embodies  the  whole  contract,  have  also  been  noticed  (jp). 

§  171.  Where  the  party  founding  on  a  deed  admits  on  record, 
or  by  writ  or  oath,  that  it  does  not  contain  a  true  account  of  the 
transaction,  the  door  will  be  opened  to  extrinsic  proof  of  the  facts, 
and  to  parole,  if  their  nature  admits  of  that  mode  of  proof.  In 
such  a  case  the  deed  is  (to  the  extent  of  the  admission)  collateral 
to  the  real  contract,  and  inconsistent  with  it.^ 

On  this  ground  where  the  granter  of  an  absolute  disposition, 
which  narrated  payment  of  a  price,  sued  the  grantee  for  a  balance 
of  the  price  as  still  unpaid,  the  grantee  was  allowed  to  prove  prout 
dejure  his  defence  that  the  transaction  had  really  been  a  security 
for  advances  (r).  Thus  also  where  it  is  proved  by  writings  under 
the  hand  of  the  disponee  in  an  absolute  conveyance,  that  it  was  a 
tmst  for  some  purpose,  the  terms  of  the  trust  may  be  expiscated 
by  the  trustees'  judicial  examination  («),  by  facts  and  circum- 
stances (0>  and  even  by  parole  proof  (u).  So  where  the  creditor 
in  a  bond  admitted  in  his  oath  on  reference  that  the  consideration 
was  the  price  of  a  mare,  it  was  held  that  a  latent  defect  in  the 
animal  might  be  proved  by  parole  (x).  And  in  an  action  on  a  bond 
in  which  the  consideration  set  forth  was  borrowed  money,  the  Court 
allowed  a  proof  by  oath  that  it  had  been  granted  for  the  price  of  a 
horse,  and  by  witnesses  that  the  creditor  had  agreed  to  uphold  the 
horse,  whereas  it  was  not  in  sound  health  (y). 

§  172.  On  the  same  principle  when  it  is  admitted  on  record  or 
by  writ  or  oath,  or  appears  from  the  deed  itself,  that  it  was  exe- 
cuted on  a  certain  condition,  parole  of  non-implement  of  the  condi- 
tion is  admissible."    For  example,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  for  the 


(p)  Supra,  i  156.  (r)  MiUer  v.  Oliphant,  1848,  6  D.,  866. 

(#)  Mnir  v.  Gemmel,  1806,  Hume  D.,  842.  (t)  Davidson  v.  Aikman,  1806, 

M-,  14,684,  1  Dow,  1 ;  2  BUgh,  629,  S.  C— SmaU  v.  Spence,  1838,  12  S.,  42. 

(t»)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1777,  5  Sup.,  631,  Hailes,  762,  S.  C.  (z)  Sim  v. 

Ingliah,  1674,  M.,  12,321.  (y)  Kinnaird  v.  M'Dougal,  1694,  4  Sup.,  184— See 

Brown  v.  Lawrie,  1676,  M.,  12,824,  wliich  iUuBtrates  the  same  principle. 


because  the  invoice  was  not  necessarily  the  contract  of  parties ;  Holding  v.  Elliott,  1860, 
6  H.  and  N.  Exch.,  117. 

w  Blackwood  v.  Hay,  1868,  20  D.,  681. 

^*  In  an  English  case  it  was  held  competent  to  prove  by  parole  that  parties  before 
they  signed  a  contract  had  agreed  that  it  was  not  to  operate  as  a  contract,  except  on 
falfilment  of  a  condition,  because,  although  proof  to  contradict  or  vary  the  terms  of  an 
admitted  agreement  be  incompetent,  it  may  be  proved  that  a  document  was  never 


136  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PABOLE  TO  MODIFY  WBITINGS.      §  172- 

price  of  certain  deals,  where  the  defence  was  that  the  creditor  had 
agreed  not  to  ask  payment  if  he  sold  more  at  the  same  place,  and 
that  he  had  sold  more  there,  the  condition  was  allowed  to  be  proved 
scripto,  and  the  selling  in  breach  of  it  prout  dejure  (z).  Thus,  also, 
in  a  suspension  of  a  charge  on  a  bond,  the  Court,  after  proof  by  the 
creditor's  oath  that  the  bond  had  been  granted  as  for  an  apprentice- 
fee,  admitted  parole  evidence  that  the  apprentice  had  been  mal- 
treated and  put  away  when  only  half  the  stipulated  time  had  ex- 
pired (a).  And  in  a  suspension  of  a  charge  on  a  bond  dated  the 
same  day  as  an  indenture  with  the  creditor  as  master,  the  Court, 
holding  that  the  deeds  were  parts  of  one  transaction,  and  that  the 
indenture  was  the  consideration  for  the  bond,  received  parole  evi- 
dence of  the  creditor's  bankruptcy  and  consequent  inability  to  im- 
plement the  indenture  (b).  Notwithstanding  the  ancient  dates  of 
these  decisions,  they  seem  to  be  consistent  with  modem  rules  of 
evidence. 

§  173.  It  has  been  already  observed  (c)  that  a  writing  not 
signed  by  the  parties  may  be  made  the  record  and  measure  of  their 
contract,  by  their  agreeing  verbally  to  be  bound  by  its  terms.  In 
such  cases  the  main  contract  is  verbal,  the  writing  being  only  im- 
ported into  it  by  a  reference ;  and  therefore  all  the  verbal  stipula- 
tions by  which  the  parties  modified  the  contract  contained  in  the 
document  may  be  proved  by  parole.  Thus  in  an  English  case, 
where  the  printed  catalogue  in  a  sale  by  auction  mentioned  a  dress- 
ing-case with  silver  fittings,  the  auctioneer  was  allowed  to  prove 
by  parole  that  before  the  bidding  for  it  began  he  stated  that  it  had 
only  plated  fittings,  and  that  as  such  the  article  was  ofTered  for 
sale ;  and  the  Court  held  that  it  lay  with  the  jury  to  determine  on 
what  footing  the  sale  had  proceeded  (d).  On  this  ground,  also,  it 
is  thought  that  when  a  tenant  has  continued  in  possession  after  the 
expiry  of  his  written  lease,  either  he  or  the  landlord  may  prove  by 
parole  any  deviation  from  the  written  contract,  which  is  oiily^>rMna 


(«)  WiUdes  V,  Gordon,  1618,  M.,  12,407.  (a)  Aikman,  1666,  M.,  12,811. 

(6)  Gnnn  v.  Fraaer,  1714,  M.,  12,887.  (c)  }  118.  (rf)  Eden  p. 

Blake,  1848,  18  Me.  and  Wei.,  614. 


meant  to  be  an  agreement ;  Pym  v.  Campbell,  1856,  6  Ellis  and  Blackburn,  370 

Wallis  V,  Littell,  1861,  81  L.  J.  G.  P.,  100 ;  also,  that  an  undated  written  contract  'was 
intended  to  operate  not  from  the  date  of  delivery  but  from  a  subsequent  period ;  Davis 
V.  Jones,  1856, 17  Scott's  G.  B.,  625. 
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fixde  evidence  of  the  terms  of  the  verbal  lease  which  has  been  en- 
grafted on  it  (e). 

§  174.  The  rule  which  excludes  extrinsic  evidence  in  contra- 
diction of  a  writing  suffers  an  exception,  where  it  is  averred  that 
the  writing  was  not  intended  to  be  the  record  of  a  contract,  but  the 
cover  of  an  ulterior  transaction  of  such  a  nature  that  the  parties 
would  not  have  committed  it  to  writing.  Were  extrinsic  evidence 
not  admissible  to  prove  allegations  of  this  kind,  it  would  be  impos- 
sible to  bring  such  latent  transactions  to  light;  and ^ one  of  the 
parties  would  succeed  in  using  the  deed  as  proof  of  an  agreement 
essentially  different  from  the  trtie  one.  In  such  cases,  also,  evi- 
dence by  witnesses  must  be  received ;  because,  if  the  allegations 
are  true,  there  will  probably  not  be  written  proof  of  them.  Accord- 
ingly, parole  and  extrinsic  evidence  is  admitted  to  prove  that  the 
consideration  of  a  contract  was  illegal  (/),  or  a  turpia  causa  (g). 
And  in  a  declarator  of  marriage  founded  on  written  acknowledg- 
ment, the  defender  may  prove  that  the  writing  was  not  executed 
for  the  purpose  of  constituting  marriage,  but  coUusively  in  order 
to  deceive  certain  persons  into  the  belief  that  the  parties  were 
married  (A).^ 

§  175.  On  the  same  principle,  when  a  deed  is  challenged  as 
being  a  firaudulent  device  to  defeat  the  rights  of  the  grantor's  cre- 
ditors, parole  of  the  averment  is  admissible  (i) ;  and  this  holds 
where  the  case  is  laid  on  the  statutes  1621,  c.  18,  or  1696,  c.  5,  for 
catting  down  such  transactions  (k). 

(e)  See  Tait,  222-'iupra,  {  118.  (/)  Paxton  v,  Popham,  1808,  9  East., 

407, 421— Collms  v.  Blantem,  1767,  2  Wils.,  841-.1  Smith's  Lea.  Ga.,  168— Taylor, 
748—2  Phil.,  867.  ig)  Ltmdie  v.  Douglas,  1681,  2  Sup.,  265. 

(A)  Stewart  v.  Menzies,  1841,  2  Rob.,  647— M'lnnes  v.  Moore,  1781,  M.,  12,688— 
Tmjkrr  «.  KeUo,  1786,  M.,  12,687— Maclauchlan  v.  Dobson,  1796,  M.,  12,698— Grant  v. 
Hmmtmn,  1812,  Ferg.  Const.  Law  Appx.,  110— Jolly  v,  Macgregor,  1828,  8  W.  and  S., 
86;  and  Campbell  v.  Kennedy,  1758,  note  to  ib.,  185— Campbell  v.  Sassen,  1826,  2  W. 
Sl,  aOd— Lockyer  v,  Sinclair,  1846,  8  D.,  582—1  Fraser,  218,  4.  (0  2  Bell's 

Cool,  244,  246— Cantach  v.  Rose,  1882,  10  S.,  477— Horn  v.  Hay,  1847,  9  D.,  651— 
EdBoiid  V.  Grant,  1868, 15  D.,  708— M'Cowan  v.  Wright,  1852,  14  D.,  968,  and  15  D., 
(*)  2  Bell's  Com.,  189, 191, 192— Glen  v.  Binnie,  1626,  M.,  12,551— Auld 

Ssiith,  1629,  M.,  12,552— Riddoch  v.  Younger,  1639,  M.,  12,644— Hamilton  v.  Boyd, 


u  «« The  contract  of  marriage  has  this  peculiarity,  in  which  it  differs  from  all  other 
thai,  let  the  document  containing  a  declaration  of  marriage  be  as  clear  as  it 
magr,  the  effect  of  it  may  nevertheless  be  taken  off  by  proving  that  it  was  vrritten  and 
delivered  with  other  intentions  than  of  constituting  marriage  ;"/?er  Lord  Justice-Clerk 
(1a|^)  in  Fleming  o.  Corbet,  1859,  21  D.,  1084. 
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§  176.  The  same  principle  admits  parole  and  other  extrinsic 
evidence  to  prove  the  allegation  that  the  parties  subscribing  the 
deed  did  not  adhibit  a  valid  consent  to  it,  as  in  reductions  on  the 
ground  of  force  and  fraud  (Z),  or  minority  and  lesion  (m) ;  and 
where  it  is  alleged  that  the  subscription  was  obtained  on  false  pre- 
tences (n)j  or  that  when  the  deed  was  lying  undelivered  and  blank 
in  the  date  and  disponee's  name,  a  certain  party  unwarrantably 
took  possession  of  it,  and  filled  in  his  own  name  (o).  So  parole  is 
admissible  to  shew  that  a  deed  bearing  a  regular  attestation  was 
not  signed  before  witnesses  (p).  And  on  the  same  ground  parole 
was  received  to  prove  that  a  bill  had  been  granted  on  deathbed  aiS 
a  legacy,  had  not  been  delivered,  and  had  been  signed  by  the  drawer 
after  the  acceptor's  death  (r). 

On  this  principle  also  witnesses  were  admitted  to  prove  that 
the  grantee  of  a  deed  had  fraudulently  obtained  the  grantor's  sub- 
scription to  it,  without  a  clause  which  had  been  previously  arranged 
between  them,  and  the  same  proof  was  received  to  supply  the  omis- 
sion («).  The  fraudulent  suppression  of  an  important  clause  is 
equivalent  to  impetration  of  a  deed  which  the  party  did  not  intend 
to  grant.  But  the  proof  of  fraud  in  such  a  case  would  require  to 
be  clear. 

§  177.  Courts  which  have  an  equitable  jurisdiction, — as  aU  the 
Courts  of  law  in  this  country, — may  also  admit  parole  evidence  to 
control  writings,  where  the  challenger,  without  alleging  fraud, 
directly  impugns  the  deed  as  a  fair  record  of  the  transaction,  so 
that  if  his  averments  are  true,  the  deed  could  not  be  enforced  with- 
out violating  the  real  contract  between  tlie  parties.  Thus  where  an 
assignation  by  the  proprietor  of  an  entailed  estate  bore  to  be  ab- 
solute, both  the  Court  of  Session  and  House  of  Lords  held  that  it 
was  merely  a  right  in  security ;  the  ratio  decidendi  being  that  this 
dearly  appeared  to  be  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  from  the 
circumstances,  one  of  which  was  that  the  negotiatioi^had  proceeded 

1670,  M.,  12,556— Gibb  v.  Livingstone,  1786,  5  Sup.,  S97— Hailee,  100.  M.,  909,  S.  C. 
— M'Cowan  v.  Wright,  aupra — Edmond  v.  Grant,  mpra — Horn  v.  Hay,  tupra — Burton's 
Bank.  Law,  144.  (Z)  Barclay  v.  Barclay,  1674,  M.,  16,488— Stewarts  v.  White- 

foord,  1677,  M.,  16,489— Gray  v.  E.  Lauderdale,  1686,  M.,  16,497—8  Starkie,  765. 

(m)  Crawford  v.  Bennet,  1827,  2  W.S.,  608— L.   Ballegamo  v.   Hay,    1683,  M. 
12,827.  (n)  Moses  «.  Craig,  1773,  M.,  12,352.  (o)  Fordel  v.  Caribber,  1677. 

M.,  12,324— Menzies  v.  Hay,  1694,  4  Sup.,  147.  (p)  See  the  chapter  on  the  im- 

probation  of  deeds,  infra.  (r)  Farquhar  v.  Shaw,  1767,  M.,  12,341.     The  prxMd 

was  led  against  an  onerous  indorsee.  («)  Wilson  v.  Purdie's  children,  1744,  M. 

12,389  -Jones  v.  Statham,  1741,  8  Atk.,  388. 
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on  a  proposal  by  the  proprietor's  agent  for  a  loan  on  redeemable 
annuity  (t).     In  giving  judgment  in  this  case  Lord  Cottenham  ob- 
served, that  the  English  Courts  of  Equity  were  familiar  with  the 
principles  applicable  to  it.     "  If  it  were  not  competent  for  a  Court 
of  Equity  to  give  effect  to  a  transaction  different  from  what  the 
deeds  executed  represented  to  be  the  character  of  it,  one  of  the 
most  important  branches  of  its  jurisdiction  would  be  cut  off,  and  a 
security  would  be  afforded  to  frauds  which  are  now  easily  detected 
and  defeated."     "  The  only  question  is  the  intention  of  parties." 
"  In  ascertaining  such  intention  it  is  competent  for  the  Court  to 
form  its  judgment  upon  .the  whole  of  the  transaction,  and  upon 
evidence  dehors  the  deed ;  such  evidence  being  used,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  putting  a  construction  upon  the  deed,  but  of  superadding 
an  equity,  controlling  the  estate  and  interest  given  by  the  deed." 
Again,  where  a  party  in  Dundee  wrote  to  a  stock-broker  in  Glasgow, 
desiring  him  to  purchase  certain  shares  at  £1,  Ss.,  and  the  broker, 
finding  them  entered  at  that  price  in  the  Glasgow  share  list,  replied 
that  he  had  made  the  purchase, — ^in  an  action  by  the  broker  for 
£2,  38.  per  share,  the  Court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  prove  that 
the  Glasgow  lists  had  erroneously  omitted  to  notice  a  call  of  £1  per 
share,  that  the  purchaser  knew  that  fact,  and  that  the  contract  had 
reaUy  been  made  at  3s.  per  share  of  premium  (x).    This  case  comes 
within  the  principle  well  stated  by  Mr  Greenleaf,  that  "  parole  is 
admitted  to  contradict  or  vary  a  writing  where  it  is  founded  on  a 
mistake  of  material  facts,  and  it  would  be  unconscientious  or  un- 
jost  to  enforce  it  against  either  party  according  to  its  expressed 
terms"  (y).     Several  cases  have  occurred  in  England  illustrating 
the  same  rule,  but  involved  in  specialties  as  to  forms  of  pleading. 
They  bring  out  this  principle,  however,  that  a  Court  of  Equity  will 
not  interfere,  unless  it  be  clearly  convinced  by  the  most  satisfactory 
evidence,  first  that  the  mistake  complained  of  really  exists,  and 
next  that  it  is  a  mistake  which  ought  to  be  corrected  (z), 

§  178.     The  rule  by  which  a  written  contract  is  conclusive, 
only  applies  in  questions  between  the  parties  and  those  deriving 

(t)  Scottish  Union  Insnr.  Co.  v.  M.  Queensberry,  1942,  1  D.,  1208;  affd.,  1  Bell  Ap., 
1S3.  (z)  CarrickB  v.  Saunders,  1S50,  12  D.,  812.    The  case  having  gone  to  a 

jmij,  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  the  pursuer ;  ib.,  922.  (y)  1  Qreenl.,  887. 

(«)  Taylor,  760,  citing  M.  Townsend  v,  Stangroom,  1801,  6  Vesey,  829— Mortimer  v. 
ShataSl,  1842,  2  Drury  and  Warren,  871,  per  Lord  Chancellor  Sugden— Gillespie  v. 
1817,  2  Jonson,  Ch.  Ca.  (American),  686,  per  Oh.  Kent.     On  this  subject,  see 
1  Story's  £q.  Jur.,  ilQl.et  ^a;.— Sugden  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers  (1846),  288— 
V.  Statham,  suprOy  §  176  («). 
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right  from  them.  Strangers  may  adduce  all  evidence  which  the 
nature  of  the  facts  admit  of  to  modify,  control,  or  add  to  the  in- 
strument ;  for  they  cannot  be  held  bound  by  the  terms  of  a  deed, 
in  the  preparation  of  which  they  were  not  enabled  to  secure  their 
own  interests.  There  seem  to  be  no  Scotch  authorities  precisely 
fixing  this  rule.    But  it  is  firmly  established  in  England  (a)}^ 


CHAPTEB  II.— OF  THE  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAKOLE  AND  OTHER 
EXTRINSIC  EVIDENCE  TO  EXPLAIN  WRITINGS. 

§  179.  The  next  rule  as  to  the  conclusive  character  of  written 
evidence  is,  that  the  meaning  of  the  parties  to  a  deed  must  be 
gathered  from  the  words  of  the  deed  itself,  and  from  these  only,  to 
the  exclusion  of  parole  and  other  extrinsic  proof  of  the  intention  of 
the  parties.  The  duty  of  the  Court  in  dealing  with  the  document 
is  not  to  discover  the  abstract  or  secret  intention  of  the  parties  as 
contradistinguished  from  what  they  have  expressed,  but  to  construe 
and  give  effect  to  the  words  in  which  they  have  deliberately  set 
forth  their  final  intention.  This  rule  is  a  necessary  consequence  of 
that  illustrated  in  the  immediately  preceding  chapter ;  for,  unless 
the  extrinsic  evidence  would  support,  it  must  conflict  with  and 
control  the  legal  construction  of  the  deed.  In  the  one  case  it  would 
be  useless,  and  in  the  other  the  admission  of  it  would  be  a  violation 
of  the  rule  referred  to  (6). 

§  180.  Before  considering  this  subject  in  detail,  it  is  well  to 
notice  what  constitutes  the  deed  or  other  written  expression  of  in- 
tention, to  which  the  Court  must  give  effect. 

(a)  8  Starlde,  790—2  Phil.,  864— Taylor,  756—1  Greenl.,  856. 

(6)  On  the  general  nature  of  this  rule,  see  Bell's  Pr.,  §  1694 ;  per  Lord  Moncrieff 
in  Blair  v.  Blair,  1849, 12  D.,  109—2  Al.,  509.  The  snbject  is  copiously  treated  in  tho 
following  books ;  Wigram  on  Wills  (8d  edition),  17,  «<  teq. — 1  Jarman  on  Wills,  849,  et 
M^.— 8  Starlde,  761—2  Phil.,  276--1  Greenl.,  854— Best  on  Ey.,  246. 


16  The  rule  that  it  cannot  be  proved,  except  by  the  writ  or  oath  of  the  grantee,  that 
a  deed  ex  fade  absolute  was  granted  in  trust,  applies  only  when  the  question  is  between 
a  truster,  or  one  in  his  right,  and  a  trustee,  or  one  in  his  right ;  and  was  held  not 
to  apply  in  a  case  where  a  party,  on  being  sued  for  a  debt,  averred  that  the  pursuer  was 
merely  the  trustee  of  another,  who  was  the  true  creditor,  and  who  had  discharged  the 
defender:  liiddleton  v.  Rutherglen,  1861,  28  D.,  526. 
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The  role,  then,  does  not  confine  the  Court  to  the  perusal  of  a 
single  -writing ;  for  a  contract  often  extends  over  a  number  of  writ- 
ings executed  with  reference  to  each  other  ;  and  an  unattested 
docninent  is  sometimes  imported  into  a  signed  deed.  Accordingly, 
when  a  deed  refers  to  another  document  (e.^.,  a  list  of  debts,  a 
epecification,  or  a  plan),  as  supplementing  or  illustrating  its  pro- 
visions, it  wiU  be  construed  in  connection  with  that  document ; 
which  by  the  reference  is  incorporated  into  and  made  part  of  it. 
This  is  the  constant  practice  in  regard  to  deeds  which  refer  to 
plans  (c)  ;  and  Acts  of  Parliament  containing  similar  references 
are  construed  in  the  same  way  (d).  So  when  a  contract  for  con- 
structing a  railway,  machinery,  or  the  like,  refers  to  a  specification 
of  the  work,  or  to  a  scale  of  prices,  it  is  read  as  if  the  document 
referred  to  had  been  embodied  in  it  (e).  And  written  leases  which 
bear  reference  to  rules  made  by  the  proprietor  for  his  whole  estates, 
are  treated  as  if  these  rules  had  been  engrossed  in  each  deed  (/). 
On  this  principle,  also,  in  a  question  whether  a  certain  forest,  which 
was  not  specified  in  an  old  decree  of  valuation  of  teinds,  was  really 
embraced  by  it,  where  the  decree  was  endorsed  upon  and  made 
special  reference  to  an  antecedent  scheme  of  valuation,  the  Court 
admitted  the  light  which  the  scheme  threw  upon  the  question  ;  and 
finding  that  it  did  not  embrace  the  forest,  they  held  that  that  sub- 
ject had  not  been  valued  (g).  In  like  manner,  the  list  of  debts  re- 
ferred to  in  a  composition-contract  is  binding  on  the  bankrupt  and 
his  cautioner  (h)} 

§  181.  On  the  same  principle  where  a  personal  bond  by  a  vassal 
bore  that  it  was  in  implement  of  certain  articles  of  roup,  and  partly 
narrated  them,  the  Court  looked  at  the  articles  in  a  question 
whedier  the  bond  was  to  be  regarded  as  a  perpetual  obligation  on 


(e)  See,  for  example,  Oswald  v.  Lawrie,  1828,  6  Mur.,  9 — Fowler  ».  Macartney,  1881, 
9  Ss  705— Watson  v,  Kidston,  1889,  Macf.  R.,  218.  (d)  Manle  v,  Moncrieff, 

1846,  5  BeU'8  Ap.  Ca.,  888--N.  British  Ry.  Co.  v.  Tod,  1846,  6  BeU's  Ap.  Ca.,  184,  re- 
Temng  8  D^  726.  («)  Aberdeen  Ry.  Co.  f>.  Blaikie,  1861, 18  D.,  627— Wilson 

t.  Glflogow  and  8.  Western  By.,  1861, 14  D.,  1.  (/)  Gordon  v.  Robertsons, 

1825,  8  8.,  666  (reversed  on  merits,  2  W.  S.,  116)-*Gordon  v.  Andersons,  1828,  8  W. 
8s  1.  0^)  Cameron  v,  M'Fherson,  1868, 16  D.,  667.  (A)  Atkinson  v. 

Walls,  ISSa,  11  S.,  429— Dickson  v,  Barboor,  1828,  6  S.,  866.    See  also  Gordon's  Trs. 
t.  Glen,  1828,  6  8.,  898— Smith  v.  Wilson,  1824,  8  S.,  898. 


1  As  to  the  effect  of  a  reference  in  a  settlement  to  a  list  of  legatees,  see  Sprot  v. 
FeBnycmck,  1866, 17  D.,  840 ;  and  Cooper  v.  Mackenzie's  Trostees,  1860,  22  D.,  880 ; 
flie  qoestioas  in  both  cases  arising  out  of  the  same  deeds. 
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the  vassal,  or  as  one  which  terminated  on  his  disponing  to  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  (t).  Again,  where  a  projected  railway  company  and 
a  proprietor,  through  whose  lands  their  line  ran,  entered  into  an 
agreement,  w^hich  stipulated  that  the  company  should  be  allowed 
to  take  land  beyond  what  was  specified  in  their  statutory  notices, 
and  which  bound  the  parties  to  submit  all  questions  between  them 
to  a  certain  person  as  referee ;  and  where  the  parties  afterwards 
executed  a  deed  referring  to  that  person  all  demands,  claims  and 
questions  at  the  instance  of  the  proprietor  against  the  company, — 
it  was  held  that  the  deed  of  submission  must  be  read  with  and  con- 
strued by  the  previous  agreement,  and  consequently  that  the  arbiter 
had  power  to  authorise  the  company  to  take  land  not  included  in 
their  statutory  notices  {j).  And  •where  a  proposed  sale  of  land  by 
a  town  council  had  been  advertised  in  terms  of  an  Act  of  Parliar 
ment,  and  had  been  carried  out  under  articles  of  public  roup  and  a 
subsequent  disposition  in  favour  of  the  purchaser,  both  of  which 
documents  mentioned  the  subjects  as  having  been  thus  advertised, 
it  was  held  competent  in  a  question  as  to  their  boundaries  to  look  at 
the  advertisement,  which  was  regarded  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
contract,  and  necessary  to  its  validity  (i).  The  three  last  cases 
shew  that  the  competency  of  construing  one  deed  with  reference 
to  another  is  not  limited  to  cases  where  the  documents  are  contem- 
poraneous, but  applies  wherever  there  is  sufficient  ground  for  hold- 
ing that  they  are  mutually  dependent  as  parts  of  one  transaction. 

§  182.  So  strong  is  the  principle  of  construction  thus  noticed, 
that  the  Court  will  not  receive  the  main  contract  without  the 
document  to  which  it  refers,  where  that  is  "of  such  a  nature  a^  to 
affect  the  meaning  of  the  part  produced  in  relation  to  the  matter 
which  it  is  the  object  of  the  writings  to  prove"  (Z).  And  an  inter- 
locutor in  a  process  cannot  be  put  in,  unless  it  is  accompanied  by 
such  other  proceedings  in  the  case  as  are  necessary  for  making  that 
which  is  tendered  intelligible  (m).  But,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Court  will  not  look  at  the  subsidiary  document  except  in  so  far  as 
it  is  incorporated  into  the  main  deed  by  the  reference  (w) ;  the  na- 
ture and  object  of  which  must  therefore  be  kept  in  view  in  consi- 
dering its  effect.     For  example,  where  a  will  merely  mentioned  by 

(0  Aberdeen  CoUege  v.  Lady  Hay,  1862, 14  D.,  675^Brown  v.  Webster,  ibid. 

(/)  Renton  v.  N.  British  Ry.  Co.,  1847,  9  D.,  1209.  (k)  Davidson  v,  Mag. 

of  Anfltnither,  1846,  7  D.,  842.  (I)  Per  Lord  FuUerton  in  Thorn  v.  N.  British 

Bank,  1850, 18  D.,  184— Watson  v,  Kidston,  1889,  Macf.  R.,  218.  (m)  Beve- 

ridge  V.  Scott,  1822,  8  Mnr.,  105,  6.  (n)  N.  British  Ry.  Co.  v.  Tod,  1846,  5 

Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  201,  per  Lord  Cottenham,  Ch. 
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way  of  narrative  that  the  testator  had  executed  a  deed  of  entail, 
the  heir  under  the  latter  deed  was  held  not  to  be  excluded  from 
challenging  it,  in  consequence  of  his  having  taken  a  bequest  under 
the  will ;  whereas,  if  the  two  deeds  had  been  read  together  as  one 
settlement,  he  would  not  have  been  allowed  to  approbate  the  one 
and  reprobate  the  other  (o). 

§  183.     It  follows  from  these  principles,  that  when  parties  in- 
tend their  written  contract  to  be  construed  in  connection  with  any 
document  beyond  or  "dehors"  it,  that  intention  must  be  either 
expressed  or  clearly  implied  in  the  main  deed.     Accordingly  where 
a  plan  was  merely  exhibited  at  entering  into  the  contract,  without 
being  executed  along  with  the  deed,  or  imported  into  it  by  a  refer- 
ence,  the  deed  must  be  construed  independently  of  it  (p).     This 
rule  holds  a  fortiori,  where  a  reference  to  a  plan  or  other  document 
was  deleted  in  adjusting  the  draft  of  the  deed  (r).   So  where  A  and 
B  jointly  signed  a  promissory  note  to  a  certain  society  for  money 
which  A  had  borrowed,  and  at  the  time  of  the  loan  a  printed 
but  unsubscribed  book  containing  the  society's  rules  was  given  by 
the  society  to  B, — ^it  was  held  that  B  could  not  resist  payment  on 
the  ground  of  an  agreement  as  contained  in  the  book  that  he  should 
have  notice  before  proceedings  were  raised  against  him,  the  book 
mentioning  that  such  was  the  course  adopted  by  the  society  in 
making  good  their  claims  («).    There  is  a  case,  however,  in  which 
the  magistrates  of  Edinburgh  were  interdicted  from  building  in 
the  New  Town  on  certain  ground  marked  as  pleasure-ground  on  a 
plan  which  had  been  exhibited  to  the  feuars,  but  which  was  not 
referred  to  in  their  charters.     The  ratio  decidendi  was,  that  the 
magistrates  had  held  out  to  the  public  that  the  city  would  be  built 
in  conformity  with  the  plan,  and  on  that  footing  had  obtained 
statutes  from  the  legislature  and  large  contributions  from  the  people 
of  Scotland,  chiefly  with  a  view  to  the  amenity  of  the  city,  to  which 
the  pleasure-ground  in  question  very  much  contributed  (<).    But 

(o)  TJrqiihart  v.  Urqnhart,  1868,  13  D.,  742;  affirmed,  14th  July  1868. 

(p)  Feoffees  of  Heiiot's  Hospital  v.  Gibson,  1814,  2  Dow,  801 — Qordon  o.  Marjori- 
baaks,  1818,  6  Dow,  87,  affirming.  (The  Court  of  Session  decision  will  be  found  in  a 
Aote  to  Tovng  k  Co.  v,  Dewar,  irrfra) — Squire  v.  Campbell,  1886, 1  Mylne  and  Craig, 
4S&— N.  Brit.  By.  Co.  w.  Tod,  supra,  (n).  See  also  Stewart  v.  Burke,  9th  Dec.  1820,  F. 
Gw — amtra.  Young  v,  Dewar,  17th  Nov.  1814,  F.  C,  and  Schultze  v.  Campbell,  29th 
Kov.  1815,  F.  C.  (r)  Campbell  ».  Boswell,  1841,  8  D.,  689— Guthrie  v.  Cochrane, 

1S46, 19  Sc.  Jut.,  69.  («)  Brown  v,  Langley,  1842,  4  Man.  and  Gran.,  466. 

(0  Deas  V.  Town  of  Edinburgh,  1772,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  269,  reversing.  Perhaps  this 
may  be  brought  under  the  principle  noticed  in  J  186,  infra. 
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this  decision  was  pronounced  in  a  bill-chamber  case,  and  left  the 
question  of  right  to  be  settled  afterwards.  It  has  been  doubted  in 
the  highest  quarter  («).  The  proprietors  of  ground  having  procured 
a  feuing  plan,  on  which  various  stances  and  proposed  streets  were 
delineated;  and  certain  stances  which  wfere  thereafter  feued  having 
been  described  in  the  feu-contract  as  bounded  by  certain  streets 
and  otherwise,  as  shown  on  the  feuing  plan,  which  however  was 
not  signed  with  reference  to  the  contract;  it  was  held  that  the  re- 
ference was  merely  for  identification,  and  did  not  incorporate  the 
plan  into  the  contract  (t;). 

§  184.  Whether  the  case  of  Deas  v.  Town  of  Edinburgh  was 
properly  decided  or  not,  there  is  no  doubt  of  the  principle,  that  the 
main  deed  will  be  construed  on  the  footing  of  the  subsidiary  docu- 
ment being  imported  into  it,  although  that  is  not  expressed,  if  it  is 
clearly  deducible  from  their  mutual  terms  and  purposes.  Thus 
where  arbiters  had  made  up  a  detailed  state  at  pronouncing  their 
decree,  the  Court  allowed  it  to  be  referred  to  in  a  question  whether 
they  had  exceeded  their  powers,  that  being  doubtful  on  the  decree 
alone  (x).  On  the  same  principle,  where  a  party  has  left  several 
deeds  of  settlement  or  codicils  unrevoked,  they  wiU  be  read  together 
as  one  deed,  and  as  mutually  explaining  each  other,  whether  they 
were  executed  on  the  same  day  (y),  or  at  considerable  intervals  («).* 
It  would  even  seem  that  a  codicil  which  has  been  revoked  may  be 
looked  at  as  explaining  the  testator's  intentions  under  his  will  (a).* 
Thus  also,  where  a  party  resident  abroad  executed  an  absolute  dis- 


(tf)  Per  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  in  Gordon  v»  Maijoribanks,  supra,  and  Feoffees  of 
Heriot's  Hospital  v,  Gibson,  it^a.  (y)  Johnston  v,  Bobertson,  1854, 16  D.,  1049. 

(z)  Steele  v.  Steele,  22d  Jnne  1809,  F.  C,  Session  Papers.  See  also  BeU  v.  HaUi- 
day,  1826,  4  S.,  286.  (y)  Fergus  v.  Fergus,  1888, 11  S.,  862. 

(«)  Watson  ».  Watson,  1841,  8  D.,  522— Robertson  v.  Ogilvy's  Tr.,  1844,  7  D.,  236 
—Grant  v.  Stoddart,  1849,  11  D.,  860  (reversed  on  merits,  }  Macq.,  168>->Ogily7  o. 
Gamming,  1852,  14  D.,  868— Baron  Norton's  Tr.,  1851, 18  B.,  1017  (compared  with 
Bowie  V.  Bowie,  1801,  Hume  D.,  765).  See  an  old  case  as  to  three  entails  and  a  bond, 
which  the  Court  treated  as  one  deed ;  Elies  v.  Inglistoun,  1669,  M.,  16,999.< 

(a)  Ady.-€(en.  v.  Smith,  1852,  14  D.,  588.  See  contra,  Hughes  v.  Turner,  1886,  8 
My.  and  Eee.,  666. 


3  Baird  v.  Jaap,  1856, 18  D.,  1246— Provost  and  Magistrates  of  Dundee  v.  Morrifi, 
1858,  8  Macqueen,  184 ;  reyersing  judgment  of  Court  of  Session. 

8  Erased  words  in  a  testamentary  writing  may  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing what  the  testator  had  at  one  time  intended,  and  what  he  knew  when  he  wrote  the 
deed ;  per  Lords  Cranworth  and  Wensleydale,  in  ProYOst  and  Magistrates  of  Dundee  v. 
Morris,  iupra. 
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position,  but  in  the  letter  in  which  he  transmitted  it  to  the  disponee 
stated  that  he  granted  it  only  in  trust  and  on  the  faith  of  a  back 
bond  being  prepared  without  delay,  and  where  the  disponee  received 
and  act^d  under  the  deed  in  the  knowledge  that  the  granter  had 
made  that  intimation,  the  letter  was  read  along  with  the  deed,  as 
luniting  the  disponee's  right  to  trust  (6).  And  where  the  bond  for 
a  certain  sum  had  been  executed  the  same  day  as  an  indenture  be- 
tween the  grantee  as  master  and  the  grantor's  brother  as  appren- 
tice, the  Court  found  that  the  coincidence  in  date  was  relevant  to 
presume  that  the  indenture  and  apprentice-fee  therein  mentioned 
were  the  consideration  of  the  bond,  the  debtor  "  astructing  the  same 
by  the  writer  and  instrumentary  witnesses."  in  the  deeds  (c). 

§  185.  If  the  main  deed  expressly  refers  to  another  writing, 
the  Court  will  admit  parole  to  identify  that  writing  (d),*  But  the 
proof  so  adduced  wiU  require  to  be  clear  and  conclusive;  otherwise 
a  different  document  might  be  imported  into  the  deed  from  that 
which  the  parties  intended  (e).  Except  where  the  main  writing 
expressly  refers  to  another  document,  or  where  a  coincidence  among 
writings  is  manifested  by  their  mutual  purposes,  the  Court  will  not 
allow  them  to  be  connected  by  parole  (/).* 

§  186.  Yet  in  cases  of  contract  or  obligation,  if  separate  docu- 
ments indicate,  without  clearly  proving,  that  th6y  were  meant  to 
be  combined,  the  proof  may  be  supplemented  by  showing  that  the 
parties  acted  upon  them  on  the  footing  of  their  coincidence.  For 
example,  where  a  contract  for  building  a  comer  house  specified  the 
cost  of  the  several  parts  of  the  work,  and  was  executed  according 


(h)  Robertson  v.  Duff,  140,  2  D.,  275,  particularly  Lord  Fullerton*s  opinion. 

(c)  Gan  9.  Fraser,  1714,  M.,  12,335.  See  also  Gale  v.  Williamson,  1841, 8  Mee.  and 
WeL,  405.  (rf;  Inglis  v.  Harper,  1881,  6  W.  S.,  785— .M*Leod  v.  M'Leod,  1824, 

S  Mnr.,  432— Hodges  r.  Horsfall,  1829,  1  Russ.  and  My.,  116— Clinan  v,  Cooke,  1802, 
1  Sehoales  and  Lef.,  33.  («)  Hughes  v,  Gordon,  1819,  1  Bligb,  287— Hodges  v. 

Horsfan,  wpra — Clinan  v.  Cooke,  ntpra.  (/)  Smart  v,  Prujean,  1801,  6  Vesey, 

560— Taylor,  755.    See  also  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  1853, 16  D.,  129,  136. 


*  Walker  v.  Caledonian  Railway  Co.,  1858,  20  D.,  1102,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope. 

<  A  fen  was  described  in  a  feu-contract  as  bounded  "  on  the  north  by  a  road  running 
my  seven  roods  of  land,"  and  the  question  arose  whether  the  feuar  was  entitled 
to  the  nse  of  a  road  passing  across  the  seven  roods,  from  one  end  to  the  other,  or  merely 
to  a  road  which  was  made  across  part  of  the  seven  roods.  The  Court,  in  determining 
the  question,  read  the  contracts  under  which  the  rest  of  the  seven  roods  was  feued ; 
Fimister  v.  Milne,  1860.  22  D.,  1100.  So  in  construing  the  term  "fallow-break,"  occur- 
ring in  a  lease,  the  Court  read  previous  leases  of  the  same  farm ;  Hunter  v.  Miller, 
1862.  24  D.,  1011. 

VOL.  I.  K 
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to  a  plan  which  was  shewn  to  the  contractor  before  the  work  began, 
but  was  not  referred  to  in  the  deed,  the  Court  held  the  contractor 
bound  by  the  plan,  as  if  it  had  been  expressly  referred  to  in  the 
agreement  (g).  And  where  lands  had  been  advertised  to  be  let  for 
eighteen  years,  and  a  lease  had  been  executed,  which  contemplated 
several  years'  duration  but  omitted  the  number,  and  where  posses- 
sion for  some  years  had  followed,  during  which  the  tenant  made 
considerable  outlay,  the  Court  held  the  term  of  the  lease  to  be 
eighteen  years  (A).  This  view  is  also  supported  by  the  cases  of 
Deas  against  the  Magistrates  of  Edinburgh  (i),  and  Robertson 
against  Duff  (j),  already  noticed.  The  principle  of  these  cases  is, 
that  the  conduct  of  the  parties  is  the  best  expositor  of  their  con- 
tracts; and  a  party  lies  under  a  personal  exception  against  repudi- 
ating the  explanation  which  he  has  put  on  his  own  deeds.* 

§187.  The  foregoing  paragraphs  tend  to  illustrate  e  (xwivcrao 
the  rule  noticed  at  the  outset  of  this  chapter, — ^that  a  writing  in 
which  a  person  has  recorded  his  final  intentions  may  not  be  ex- 
plained by  extrinsic  evidence.  This  rule  forms  a  branch  of  a  much 
wider  subject — the  principles  of  construction  of  deeds;  which  will 
require  to  be  noticed  here  in  order  to  make  the  rule  in  question 
intelligible. 

§  188.  First — The  primary  rule  of  construction  is,  that  the 
words  of  every  deed  are  to  be  understood  in  their  plain,  ordinary, 
and  proper  acceptation  (k).  Under  this  rule  a  deed  is  not  con- 
strued by  strictly  etymological,  any  more  than  by  a  vulgar  and  inao 
curate,  interpretation;  but  according  to  the  meaning  which  persons 
of  ordinary  intelligence  naturally  attribute  to  its  language  (Z). 

§  189.  Secondly — If  it  is  clear  from  some  parts  of  a  deed  that 
the  granter  has  used  certain  words  in  a  peculiar  or  inaccurate  sense, 
that  wiU  be  held  to  be  their  meaning  in  other  parts  of  the  deed 


(g)  Scott  i>.  Hatton,  1827,  6  S.,  283.  (A)  Russell  ».  Freen,  1836,  13  S.,  762. 

(0  Supra^  i  188.  (y)  Supra^  g  184.  (k)  This  rule,  which  requires  no 

authority  in  its  support,  is  stated  in  1  Bell's  Com.,  432 — Bell's  Pr.,  §  524 — Wigram  on 
W^ills,  15  (proposition  i) — 2  Jarman.  743  (proposition  xvi) — 2  Phil.,  257 — 1  Greenl., 
855— Thellusson  v.  Woodford,  1799,  4  Vesey,  329,  per  Alvanley,  Master  of  the  RoUa — 
See  Doe  d.  Winter  v.  Perratt,  1826,  5  Barn,  and  Cress.,  77,  per  .Justice  Holroyd — ^Ro- 
bertson 17.  French,  1808,  4  East.,  135,  per  EUenborough,  Chief-Justice. 

(/)  1  Bell's  Com.,  432— See  also  Lawson  i;.  N.  British  Ry.  Co.,  1850,  12  D.,  1260 — 
The  text  does  not  embrace  the  peculiar  rules  for  construing  entails. 


«  Wright  r.  Earl  of  Hopetoun,  1858,  20  D.,  955. 


§  192.        ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  TO  EXPLAIN  WRITINGS.  147 

where  they  occur  in  the  same  connection,  or  appear  to  be  used  in 
the  same  signification  (m). 

§  190.  On  this  ground  the  terms  "heirs"  and  "  heirs  male"  ha^e 
been  construed  to  mean  the  special  class  of  heirs  mentioned  in  the 
context  of  the  deed  (n).  The  same  principle  is  illustrated  by  the 
cases  of  Westlake  v.  Westlake,  and  Castleton  v.  Turner,  noticed 
afterwards  (o).  It  applies  where  the  peculiar  meaning  is  manifest 
fix)m  one  or  more  of  a  series  of  deeds  which  embody  a  single  trans- 
action (j>);  while,  on  the  other  hand,  any  peculiar  sense  which  a 
party  has  attributed  to  words  in  a  separate  and  independent  deed, 
will  not  be  regarded  (g).  The  same  principle  is  illustrated  by  a 
class  of  cases  noticed  afterwards  (r),  in  which  the  word  "  heirs" 
occurring  in  later  deeds  taken  by  a  certain  party  is  construed  to 
mean  the  heirs  of  provision  pointed  out  by  his  previous  settlement ; 
because  it  is  presumed  that  he  meant  to  favour  the  class  of  heirs 
for  whom  he  had  already  shown  his  preference. 

§  191.  Thirdly — The  meaning  of  a  deed  having  thus  to  be  dis- 
covered from  its  own  words,  extrinsic  evidence  cannot— -except  in 
some  cases  of  ambiguity  (a) — ^be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining it,  or  of  shewing  the  intention  of  the  parties  under  it  (t). 

§  192.  Accordingly,  it  is  incompetent  to  prove  by  parole  that 
by  "acre"  the  contracting  parties  meant  Scotch,  and  not  Imperial, 
acre  (v);^  and  when  the  proper  legal  construction  of  the  term 


(m)  Wigram,  15  (propoeition  i) — 2  Jarman  on  Wills,  744  (proposition  xyiii) — 2 
PhiL,  275—1  Greenl.,  366— Royle  r.  Hamilton,  1799,  4  Vesey,  487,  compared  with 
Winterton  v,  Crawford,  1830, 1  Rus.  and  Mylne,  407.  (n)  Hoxburghe  case,  1807, 

IL  **  Tailzie,"  No.  13 ;  affd.  on  appeal,  6  Wils.  and  Sh.,  Appz. — Moodie  v.  Anderson, 
1K9,  7  S^  743-Hunter  v.  Nisbet,  1839,  2  D.,  16.      .  (o)  g  198. 

(/>)  Colegrave  v,  Manby,  1826,  2  Buss.  B.,  262— Wigram,  16,  note— See  Eeiller  v. 
Thomson's  Tr.,  1824,  3  S.,  896,  infra,  }  208,  and  see  supra,  i  180,  et  seq. 

{q)  Doe  d.  Brown  v.  Brown,  1809,  11  East.,  441.  (r)  §  219. 

(«)  I  213,  et  aeq.—i  221.  (t)  Wigram,  17  (proposition  ii)— 1  Greenl.,  864— 

2  FhiL,  282.  Accordingly,  the  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  rejected  the  evidence  of  the 
had  President  tendered  in  explanation  of  the  written  rules  of  a  jail,  although  they  had 
been  prepared  under  his  approval ;  Macfarlane  v.  Young,  1824,  3  Mwr.,  409. 

(v)  Thomson  v.  Garioch,  1841,  8  D.,  626. 


7  It  was  held  that  the  meaning  of  the  term  "  acre  "  was  fixed  by  the  Acts,  6  Geo. 
IV,  e.  74,  and  5  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  68  (the  latter  prohibiting  the  use  of  local  weights 
asd  measures),  to  mean  imperial  acre.  But  where  goods  were  sold  at  a  price  *'  per  stone, 
ttd  each  stone  to  consist  of  22  pounds,"  whereas  the  Act  6  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  68,  J  11, 
frovides  that  the  weight  denominated  a  stone  shaU  consist  of  14  standard  pounds 
a«oiidupois ;  it  was  held  that  the  bargain  was  not  null  under  the  Act,  but  that  the  sale 

k2 
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*•'  heirs"  has  been  ascertained,  with  reference  to  the  nature  of  the 
subject  conveyed  and  the  destination  in  any  previous  deeds  by  the 
same  party,  his  intention  to  favour  a  particular  class  of  heirs  can- 
not be  proved  by  parole  (v),  or  by  a  holograph  note  of  directions 
from  which  his  agent  prepared  the  deed  (w).  So  where  articles  of 
roup  in  a  judicial  sale  were  clearly  expressed,  eflFect  was  given  to 
their  proper  construction,  and  the  evidence  of  the  common  agent 
who  had  prepared  them,  and  a  correspondence  between  him  and 
the  judicial  factor,  were  held  inadmissible  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
them  a  different  meaning  (x).  It  is  therefore  incompetent  for  one 
of  the  parties  to  a  contract  to  prove  by  extrinsic  evidence  what  he 
intended  by  the  words  in  the  deed  (y).  Nor  can  one  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  examine  the  other  as  a  witness,  upon  his  under- 
standing of  the  words  of  the  contract,  when  it  is  founded  on  by  a 
person  in  right  of  that  other  party  (a). 

§  193.  On  the  same  principle,  where  a  party  devised  to 
"Matthew  Westlake  my  brother,  and  to  Simon  Westlake  my  bro- 
ther's son,"  it  was  held  in  England  that  Simon  the  son  of  Matthew 
was  intended;  and  proof  that  the  testator  had  declared  his  intention 
to  favour  Simon,  the  son  of  another  brother,  was  held  inadmis- 
sible (a).  And  where  the  testator  left  provisions  to  his  wife  and 
niece  (who  were  the  only  females  named  in  the  will),  and  the 
latter  part  of  the  deed  contained  a  certain  devise  to  "  her,"  Lord 
Hardwick,  finding  that  in  other  places  throughout  the  will  the  tes- 
tator had  applied  "  her  "  to  his  wife,  held  that  the  word  had  that 
meaning  in  the  place  in  question,  and  therefore  refused  to  admit 
parole  to  prove  whether  the  wife  or  niece  had  been  intended  (6). 

(v)  E.  Selkirk  v.  Douglas,  1762,  M.,  4869  (6th  point)  and  M.,  12,860 ;  affd.  1779,  2 
Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  449— Shaw  v.  Forbes,  1687,  M.,  4.2Z6— contra  Weir  v.  Steile,  1746,  M., 
11,869 ;  which  was  compromised  before  final  decision ;  see  Elch.  "  Presumption,"  No.  17 
—See  g  219.  (tr)  Blair  v,  Blair,  1849, 12  D.,  97.    See  also  Goodingo  r. 

Goodinge,  1749,  1  Ves.  Sen.,  280— Murray  v.  Jones,  1818,  2  Ves.  and  Bea.,  818— con^u. 
Pollock  V,  Gilmour,  1777,  M.,  8098,  and  M.,  Appx.  "  Legacy,"  No.  1,  infra,  i  211.  See 
i  219.  (z)  Stevenson  v,  Moncrieff,  1845,  7  D.,  418.    See  also  Mackenzie  v. 

Dunlop,  1863, 16  D.,  129.  (y)  Pollock  v.  Tumbull,  1827,  5  S.,  195— Threshie  v. 

Hyslop,  1888, 12  S.,  106- Florence  v.  Florence,  1832, 10  S.,  326.  (a)  Dunlop  t?. 

Lambert,  1837, 16  S.,  884,  1282  (reversed  on  merits,  M'L.  and  Rob.,  663)— Vertue  r. 
Ward,  1843,  5  D.,  1261.  (a)  Doe  d.  Westlake  v.  Westlake,  1820,  4  B.  and  Aid., 

67.  {b)  CasUeton  r.  Turner,  1746,  cited  2  Ves.  Sen.,  216. 


was  at  so  much  for  each  22  pounds;  Bobertson  v,  Gow,  1868,  20  D.,  1170— Giles  r. 
Jones,  1866,  24  L.  J.  Exch.,  269.  Parole  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  explain  a  word 
defined  by  statute ;  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  6th  edition,  i,  534. 
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It  follows  from  the  rule  thus  noticed,  that  when  a  written  contract 
does  not  contain  technical  words,  the  Court  will  construe  it,  and 
will  limit  the  inquiry  before  the  jury  to  the  question  whether  it  has 
been  implemented  (c).® 

§  194.  Fourthly — ^When  a  deed  contains  words  unknown  in  or- 
dinary phraseology,  these  must  be  explained  by  extrinsic  evidence, 
on  the  same  principle  by  which  a  deed  written  in  a  foreign  language 
must  be  translated  by  interpreters.  When  the  technical  expres- 
sions in  the  deed  have  been  explained,  it  is  construed  as  if  the 
words  of  interpretation  were  substituted  for  those  in  which  the 
deed  is  expressed  (d). 

§  195,  On  this  principle  the  word  "soum"  (pasture  for  a  certain 
number  of  sheep  or  cattle)  may  be  explained  by  proving  its  cus- 
tomary meaning  in  the  district  to  which  the  deed  applies  (c). 
When  a  contract  to  execute  work  is  expressed  in  terms  short  and 
unintelligible,  parole  of  their  meaning  is  admissible  (/).  So  parole 
evidence  was  received  to  prove  that  a  "cutting  shop"  included  an 
engine-house  and  stalk  {g).  On  the  same  principle,  where  one  has 
Leen  in  the  habit  of  designating  certain  persons  or  things  by  pe- 
cuhar  terms  or  nicknames,  the  meaning  of  these  words  when  oc- 
curring in  his  writings  may  be  explained  by  extrinsic  proof, — as  in 
a  case  w^here  a  legacy  had  been  left  to  "Mrs  G.,"  and  parole  was 
admitted  to  shew  that  the  testator  had  been  in  the  habit  of  calling 
a  Mrs  Gregg  by  that  abbreviation  (A).  So  the  words  "bankers" 
and  "mods.,"  occurring  in  the  will  of  a  sculptor,  were  explained  by 
evidence  of  persons  in  the  same  profession  (i).  On  this  principle, 
also,  in  construing  an  old  deed,  the  Court  will  look  at  other  deeds 
of  the  period  in  order  to  explicate  its  phraseology  (k), 

(c)  Haldanc  «.  Gray,  1842,  4  D.,  1807— Maxton  v.  Brown,  1839,  1  D..  867— Jaffray 
f.  Simpaon,  1836, 18  S.,  1122— Wilson  v,  Glasgow  and  S.  West.  Ry.  Coy.,  1851,  14  D.,  1 
-See  also  Calder  v.  Aitchison,  1881,  9  S.,  777 ;  affd.,  5  W.  S.,  410. 

(d)  1  BeU's  Com.,  433— Wigram,  48  (proposition  iv)— 2  Phil.,  277. 

(e)  M'Kenzie  v,  M'Rae,  1825,  4  S.,  146.  See  a  similar  case  as  to  the  meaning  of 
"cat-town  multare  "  in  a  lease ;  Cochrane  v.  Wallace,  1820,  2  Muc,  297. 

'  (/)  Sweet  p.  Lee,  1841,  3  Man.  and  Grang.,  452.  (g)  Watson  i>.  Kidston, 

1838,  Mocf.  R.,  218 ;  1  D.,  1254.  (A)  Abbot  v,  Massie,  1796,.  8  Ves.,  148,  ex- 

pkined  by  Baron  Rolfe  in  Clayton  v.  Lord  Nugent,  18  Mee.  and  Wei.,  204,  207 — See 
also  BlundeU  v.  Gladstone,  1841,  11  Sim.,  467— Taylor,  784.  (t)  Goblet  v, 

Beechy,  1829,  8  Sim,  24,  as  noticed  in  Wigram,  179,  185.     But  see  Doe  d.  Oxenden  o. 
Cajiehiaier,  1816,  4  Dow,  66,  infra,  I  206  («),  {k)  Roxbmgh  case,  1810,  per  L. 

CL  Hdon,  6  W.  and  S.,  Apx.— per  L.  Moncrieff  in  Blair  ».  Blair,  1849, 12  D.,  110— See 
also  CoehTane  v,  Wallace,  1820,  2  Mnr.,  296. 


^  Where  parole  evidence  is  given  of  the  contents  of  a  lost  document,  its  construction, 
is  i'yr  the  Court  not  for  the  jury ;  Berwick  r.  Horsfall,  1858,  4  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  S..  460, 
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§  196.  Fifthly — A  large  proportion  of  the  technicalities  of  trade, 
science,  and  the  like,  have  been  engrafted  on  words  which  have  a 
kindred  meaning  in  ordinary  language.  It  follows  from  the  rule 
last  noticed  that  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the  pecu- 
liar meaning  of  words  so  used;  for  law  presumes  that  the  words  of 
every  deed  have  been  employed  with  reference  to  its  subject  mat- 
ter {I)? 

§  197.  Thus  parole  was  admitted  to  prove  that  in  the  contracts 
of  a  particular  trade  a  "thousand"  rabbits  meant  twelve  hun- 
dred (m) ;  that  a  contract  for  three  years'  service  in  a  theatre  at  a 
certain  rate  "per  week"  only  referred  to  the  weeks  during  the 
theatrical  season  (w);  that  "cotton  in  bales"  meant  in  compressed 
bales  (o);  that  "good"  barley  was  different  from  "fine"  barley,  so 
that  an  offer  by  letter  to  sell  the  one  was  not  accepted  by  an  an- 
swer agreeing  to  buy  the  other  {p).  So  it  may  be  shewn  that  a 
contract  for  a  number  of  pockets  of  hops  "at  100"  means  at  that 
price  per  ton  (r)}^    On  the  same  principle,  where  a  dissenting  con- 


(Z)  1  BeU's  Com.,  488.  {m)  Smith  v,  Wilson,  1832,  8  B.  and  Ad.,  728. 

(n)  Grant  v.  Maddox,  1846, 16  Mee.  and  Wei.  787.  (o)  Taylor  v,  Briggs, 

1827,  2  Car.  and  Pa.,  526.  {p)  l^utchison  v.  Bowker,  1839,  6  Mee.  and  Wel^ 

685.  (r)  Spicer  v.  Cooper,  1841,  1  Gal.  and  Day.,  52. 


'  In  construing  the  term  fallow-hreak  in  a  lease  the  Court  read  previous  leases  of 
the  lands  and  a  report  by  a  skilled  agriculturist,  but  refused  a  proof  of  the  tenant's 
averment  that  the  term  was  technical,  and  that  its  meaning  was  different  from  that  put 
on  it  by  the  reporter,  and  ultimately  adopted  by  the  Court ;  Hunter  v.  Miller,  1862,  24 
D.,  1011. 

10  Thus  parole  proof  was  admitted  to  prove  that  pig  iron,  No.  1,  meant  Clyde  and 
Dudyvan  iron ;  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  1866,  8  Macqueen,  22 ; — that  an  obligation  to  load 
on  board  a  vessel  at  Trinidad  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  sugar  molasses,  imported  an 
obligation  to  load  a  cargo  packed  in  a  manner  customary  at  Trinidad,  though  there  was 
no  custom  of  the  kind  at  London,  where  the  contract  was  entered  into ;  Cuthbeit  tr. 
Gumming,  1856,  11  Hurl,  and  Gord.,  405 ; — that  a  bale  of  gambier  meant,  in  the  G^am- 
bier  trade,  a  bale  of  a  particular  size  and  description ;  Gorrissen  v.  Perrin,  1867, 2  Scott's 
C.  B.  N.  S.,  681 ;— that  in  the  oil-trade  oil  is  held  to  be  "  wet "  if  it  contain  any  water 
at  all,  however  little ;  Warde  v.  Stewart,  1  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  S.,  88 ;— that  a  contract  for 
best  palm  oil  was  satisfied  if  the  oil  delivered  contained  a  substantial  portion  (as  one- 
fifth)  of  best  oil ;  Lucas  v.  Bristow,  1858,  Ellis  and  Ellis,  907. 

Where  the  terms  of  the  particular  contract  have,  besides  their  ordinary  and  i>opa- 
lar,  a  scientific  and  peculiar  meaning,  the  parties  who  have  drawn  up  the  contract, 
with  reference  to  that  particular  department  of  trade  or  business,  must  fairly  be  taken 
to  have  intended  that  the  words  should  be  used,  not  in  their  ordinary,  but  in  their 
peculiar  sense.  This  is  only  acting  upon  the  sound  principle  that  contracts  are  to  be 
interpreted  and  carried  out  according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties ;  and  it  is  only  giv- 
ing effect  to  that  principle  when  one  gives  to  the  words  their  peculiar  as  distinguished 
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gregation  signed  a  "call"  or  invitation  to  a  certain  clergyman,  which 
bore,  "on  your  accepting  of  this  call  we  promise  you  all  dutiful 
respect,  &c.,  together  with  a  suitable  maintainance;"  and  where  the 
minister  having  accepted  the  call  sued  the  subscribers  for  a  certain 
salary,  they  were  allowed  to  prove,  j9rot*^  dejure^  that  according  to 
the  law  and  practice  of  their  church  and  the  mutual  understanding 
of  the  parties,  the  words  referred  to  were  not  intended  to  constitute 
a  civil  obligation  («).  And  where  a  testator  left  certain  bequests 
to  "godly  persons"  and  "godly  preachers  of  Christ's  holy  gospel," 
it  was  held  in  a  leading  English  case  to  be  competent  to  prove  that 
iQ  the  religious  body  to  which  the  testator  adhered  these  terms  were 
used  to  designate  a  certain  description  of  persons  and  preachers  {t), 

§  198.  In  order  to  entitle  a  party  to  prove  that  words  which 
are  in  common  use  have  a  peculiar  meaning  by  usage  of  trade  or 
the  hke  in  a  certain  contract,  he  must  aver  that  fact  on  record  (w) ; 
and  the  proof  must  be  sufficiently  clear  and  strong  to  overcome  the 
presumption  that  the  words  are  used  in  their  ordinary  accepta- 
tion {x). 

§  199.  The  proof  referred  to  is  only  competent  in  order  to  ex- 
plaiQ  the  technical  language  of  the  writing  in  question,  not  to  show 
what  is  its  proper  construction  and  eiBFect.  Accordingly,  where  a 
party  bound  himself  "  to  guarantee  an  agent  for  four  per  cent,  for 
commission  and  guarantee,"  the  Court  construed  the  writing  to 
mean  a  guarantee  for  payment  of  the  price  for  which  goods  sent  to 
the  agent  should  be  sold,  and  held  that  the  evidence  of  mercantile 
men  was  inadmissible  to  prove  that  in  practice  the  words  compre- 


(«)  Ameil  v.  Robertaon,  1841,  8  D.,  1150.— See  also  Hyslop  v.  Naime,  1826, 4  S.,  84. 

{t)  Shore  v.  Wilsons  (Lady  Hewlej's  trnst),  1842,  9  Clark  and  Fin.,  855.  See  also 
Att.-6en.  v.  Dnunmond,  l&il,  1  Dm.  and  War.,  858.  (u)  Milne  v.  Samson, 

1843, 6  D.,  855— Guthrie  v.  Cochrane,  1846, 19  Sc.  Jur.,  69.  See  also  Mackenzie  v. 
Danlop,  Wilson,  &  Co.,  1858,  16  D.,  129.  (z)  1  BeU's  Com.,  483— Guthrie  v. 

Codirane,  ntpra. 


from  their  popular  acceptation.    This  can  only  be  carried  out  by  means  of  parole  evi  - 
dsnce;  Myers  v.  Sari,  1861,  80  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  8,  jpw  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  p.  12. 

A  mercantile  usage  can  be  proved  only  by  a  multiplication  of  particular  usages,  and 
ilierdbre  it  is  competent,  with  a  view  to  establish  mercantile  usage,  to  prove  what  a  per- 
I  Km  dealing  in  the  kind  of  trade  in  question  understood  to  be  meant  by  the  technical 
term ;  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  mpra.  In  that  case  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  observed, "  There 
oa  be  no  doubt  that  we  have  never  in  Scotland  gone  so  far  as  they  have  done  in  £ng 
luid,  in  admitting  evidence  of  understanding  or  usage  in  order  to  construe  thereby  a 
vrttten  document;"  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  1858,  16  D.,  129,  189.  But  the  judgment 
pitnMmnced  in  that  case  was  reversed  on  appeal. 
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hended  an  additional  guarantee  for  the  agent's  faithful  conduct  (y). 
In  this  case,  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  observed  that  the  bar 
"  must  be  well  aware  that  in  mercantile  cases — not  in  other  cases 
— ^the  learned  judges  have  regretted  they  have  gone  so  far  as  put- 
ting a  letter  into  the  hands  of  a  witness,  and  saying  what  does  it 
mean  "  (z)}'^ 

§  200.  Under  the  fourth  emdji/th  rules  thus  noticed,  the  ex- 
trinsic evidence  is  admitted  in  order  to  ascertain  what  the  granter 
of  the  deed  meant  by  the  words  which  he  used ;  and  not  to  attri- 
bute to  these  words  any  unexpressed  meaning  which  he  might  be 
supposed  to  have  contemplated.  This  principle  was  involved  in  the 
case  of  Lady  Hewley's  trust  (a)  already  noticed ;  where  the  major- 
ity of  the  judges  seem  to  have  considered  that  the  extrinsic  evidence 
was  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  which  was  attributed  to  the 
words  in  question  by  the  religious  body  to  which  the  donor  adhered; 
but  that  general  evidence  of  the  opinions  of  the  donor  could  not  be 
received  in  order  to  show  in  what  sense  she  meant  the  words  to  be 
understood  (6).  Baron  Parke  observed  in  this  case,  "  when  the  ap- 
propriate meaning  of  the  words  occurring  in  the  deed  has  been 
ascertained  by  competent  evidence,  then  the  deed  is  to  be  read  as 
if  the  equivalent  expressions  were  substituted ;  and  no  further  evi- 


(y)  Calder  v.  Aitcliison,  1881,  9  S.,  777  ;  affd.  6  W.  S.,  410.    See  tvpra,  §  193,  (c). 

{z)  See  aJso  Milne  v.  Samson,  supra,  (u) ;  and  compare  Ameil  v.  Robertson,  Hislop 
V.  Nairn,  supra,  i  197,  and  Schuurmans  v.  Stephen,  1832,  10  S.,  889,  11  S.,  779.  On 
this  subject  generally,  see  chapter  iii.  of  this  title,  infra,  i  230,  ettfq. 

(a)  Supra,  §  197.  (b)  Mr  Greenleaf  (vol.  i,  p.  386,  note)  observes  that  "the 

precise  question,  whether  the  religious  opinions  of  the  founder  of  a  charity  can  be  re- 
ceived as  legal  exponents  of  his  intention  or  belief,  can  hariUy  be  considered  as  defini- 
tively settled  "  by  this  case. 


1^  This  has  been  held  incompetent ;  Klrkland  v.  Nisbct,  1859,  8  Macqueen,  766. 

The  rule  appears  to  be,  that  proof  of  mercantile  practice  will  be  admitted  to  explain 
but  never  to  contradict  a  contract ;  Muncey  v.  Dennis,  1856,  1  II.  and  N.,  216— Dale  v. 
Humfrey,  1858,  Ellis  and  Ellis,  1004.  Thus,  where  a  party  who  chartered  to  China  a 
vessel,  which  was  consigned  to  his  agent  there,  pleaded  that,  in  respect  of  a  custom  to 
that  effect  in  China,  the  agent  in  China  was  entitled  to  procure  charters  for  the  home- 
ward voyage,  proof  was  rejected  of  the  custom,  as  not  within  the  contract ;  Phillippe, 
1  Hurl,  and  Norm.,  21.  On  the  other  hand,  where  a  broker's  note  showed  that  he  was 
not  principal  in  the  transaction,  but  did  not  disclose  the  principal,  the  other  party  to 
the  transaction  was  allowed  to  support  an  action  against  him  as  principal,  by  proof  of  a 
rule  in  the  business,  that,  where  the  principal  was  not  disclosed,  the  broker  should  be 
liable  as  principal ;  Dale  v.  Humfrey,  1858,  tupra. 

A  custom  must  be  reasonable  and  not  unrighteous  or  unfair ;  Paxton  v.  Courtnay, 
18fi0,  2  Fost.  and  F.,  nisi prius,  131— Bottomley  v.  Forbep,  6  Bingham  N.  C,  121. 
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deuce  of  the  peculiar  sect  or  religious  opinions,  or  any  other  cir- 
cuDQBtance  attending  the  parties  to  the  deed,  is  admissible  to  explain 
or  control  their  meaning/'  "  It  matters  not  that  the  opinions  of 
the  testator  would  make  such  a  disposition  (as  that  which  the  words 
indicate)  unlikely ;  in  such  a  case  quod  voluit  non  dixit!*  In  an- 
other of  the  English  decisions  (c)  noticed  above,  the  Court  would 
not  admit  evidence,  that  when  the  will  was  read  over  the  testator 
stated  that  by  the  word  "  mod'."  he  meant  his  models.  Again,  in 
an  action  between  the  parties  to  a  written  contract  of  sale  of  a  cer- 
tain quantity  of  ".ware  potatoes,"  where  the  purchaser  tendered 
evidence  to  prove  not  only  the  meaning  of  the  term,  but  that  the 
contract  had  been  made  for  a  particular  kind  of  wares,  Lord  Den- 
man's  ruling  that  the  latter  part  of  the  evidence  was  admissible, 
and  that  the  jury  might  give  effect  to  the  agreement  on  that  foot- 
ing, was  held  to  be  erroneous,  upon  the  ground  that  such  proof 
went  to  vary  and  limit  the  written  contract  {d). 

§  201«  It  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  with  these  authorities  a  case  (e) 
in  which  the  word  "  privilege  "  occurring  in  a  contract  between  the 
master  and  owners  of  a  vessel  was  allowed  to  be  explained,  not 
merely  by  showing  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  in  the  language 
of  trade,  but  also  by  proving  that  the  parties  had  expressly  attri- 
buted a  certain  meaning  to  it  when  they  entered  into  the  contract. 
Lord  Chief-Justice  Gibbs  observed,  "  the  conversation  is  admissible 
evidence  of  mercantile  understanding,  if  not  farther.  And  if  the 
term  had  been  used  in  different  ways,  the  conversation  is  evidence 
to  show  in  which  sense  it  was  used  on  the  present  occasion."  So  in 
an  American  case  (founded  on  by  Mr  Greenleaf),  where  two  book- 
sellers had  contracted  for  the  sale  of  a  certain  work  at  "  cost,"  pa- 
role of  conversations  between  them  at  the  time  of  making  the 
agreement  was  received,  in  order  to  show  what  meaning  they  at- 
tached to  the  term  (/).  Mr  Taylor  justly  observes  that  little 
weight  should  be  attached  to  these  decisions  {g). 

§  202.  Sixthly — Extrinsic  proof  is  admissible  in  every  case  to 
show  the  circumstances  which  surrounded  the  grantor  of  the  deed 
when  he  subscribed  it,  as  well  as  those  which  were  antecedent  or 
coincident  to  its  execution  (A).     The  object  of  such  a  proof  is  to 

(c)  Goblet  V,  Beechy,  1829,  3  Sim.,  24,  supra,  i  195,  (t).  (d)  Smith  v. 

Jei&yes,  1846,  15  Me.  and  Wei.,  561.  («)  Birch  v.  Depoyster,  1816,  1  Starkie 

R,210.  (/)  Gray  v.  Harper,  1  Story's  Rep.,  574—1  Groenl.,  358,  885— See 

»l3o  Selden  v.  Williams,  9  Watts  (American),  9— Sweet  v.  Lee,  1841,  3  M.  and  Gr., 
4-52,460.  (jff)  Taylor,  774.  (A)  Wigrnm,  51  (propos.  v)— 2  Philips, 

2W,  5-1  .Tarman,  868. 
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enable  the  judge  to  examine  the  deed  as  nearly  as  possible  from 
the  point  of  view  from  which  the  granter  saw  it ;  for  the  nearer  he 
can  approach  to  that  point,  the  more  likely  is  he  to  construe  the 
deed  as  the  granter  would  have  done.  This  evidence,  therefore,  is 
not  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  attributing  to  the  deed  a  meaning 
which  its  words  do  not  convey,  but  of  learning  the  appropriate 
meaning  of  its  words  when  used  by  a  person  in  a  certain  situation. 
Accordingly,  when  the  deed  has  been  elucidated  by  proof  of  the 
surrounding  and  antecedent  circumstances,  it  must  be  construed  on 
the  footing  that  its  words  have  the  meaning  which  they  bear  when 
so  regarded;  and,  except  in  certain  cases  of  ambiguity (i),  there 
can  be  no  inquiry  into  the  unexpressed  intention  of  the  granter,  the 
bias  of  feeling  in  his  mind,  or  the  probabilities  as  to  his  making  the 
provisions  which  the  deed  is  found  to  contain. 

§  203.  This  principle  admits  evidence  of  the  knowledge  of  the 
granter  regarding  the  subject  of  the  deed."  Thus,  in  an  English 
case,  where  a  testator  devised  to  his  niece  and  her  three  daughters, 
Mary,  Elizabeth^  and  Ann ;  and  at  the  date  of  the  will  the  niece 
had  three  daughters  so  named,  but  Elizabeth  was  illegitimate,  the 
other  two  being  legitimate,  it  was  held  competent  to  prove  that 
the  niece  had  had  a  legitimate  daughter  Elizabeth,  who  died  some 
years  before  the  date  of  the  will,  and  that  neither  her  death  nor 
the  birth  of  the  illegitimate  daughter  had  been  known  to  the  tes- 
tator (j).  So  if  one  left  a  bequest  to  a  person  named,  and  it  ap- 
peared that  there  were  two  persons  of  the  name,  proof  that  the 
testator  was  only  acquainted  with  one  of  them  would  be  admit- 
ted (k).  Again,  suppose  a  person  resident  in  India  bequeathed  a 
gold  watch,  and  he  had  one  in  India  in  constant  use,  and  another 
which  he  had  left  in  London  twenty  years  before,  proof  of  these 
circumstances  would  free  the  bequest  from  the  ambiguity  raised  by 
the  fact  that  the  testator  had  two  watches  (i).  In  the  same  man- 
ner, proof  of  the  amount  of  interest  which  the  granter  of  a  deed 
had  may  be  admitted  to  clear  up  his  bequest,  e.g.,  "If  I  grant  a 
man  an  estate  for  life,  without  saying  whether  for  his  life  or  mine, 
is  not  evidence  admissible  to  shew  what  interest  I  had  in  the  pre- 

(t)  See  g  213,  et  seq.  {j)  Doe  d.  Thomas  v.  Beynon,  1840,  4  Per.  and  DaT.. 

193 ;  12  Ad.  and  Ell.,  431,  S.  C.  (k)  See  Wigram,  58.  (l)  Wigram,  59,  66. 


IS  A  testator  bequeathed  his  lands  in  a  certain  parish.  He  had  lands  in  the  parish, 
and  also  other  lands  not  in  the  parish,  but  which,  at  the  date  of  the  bequest,  were  re- 
puted to  be  so  ;  it  was  held  that  these  latter  lands  passed ;  Anet^e  v.  Nelms,  1 85l>,  1 
H.  and  N.,  225. 


r 
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mises  ?  For  if  I  was  tenant  in  the  fee,  he  will  take  the  estate  for 
his  own  life,  but  if  tenant  in  tail  or  for  life  only,  he  will  take  for 
mine"  (m). 

§  204.  Under  this  rule,  also,  communings  between  the  parties 
antecedently  to  the  contract  are  admissible,  not  in  order  to  modify 
the  words  of  the  deed  by  a  specific  proof  of  any  previous  arrange- 
ment, but  in  order  to  shew  the  position  from  which  the  parties 
viewed  the  deed.  For  example,  in  a  question  regarding  the  rights 
of  a  widow  under  her  marriage-contract,  a  relative  correspondence 
which  passed  between  her  husband  and  her  father  before  the  mar- 
riage was  held  admissible  for  the  latter  purpose,  but  not  for  the 
former  (n).  The  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  observed,  "There 
were  produced,  and  commented  upon  at  your  Lordship's  bar,  several 
letters  which  passed  before  the  execution  of  the  contract.  There 
was  also  produced  and  commented  upon,  the  will  of  the  husband 
made  at  a  time  considerably  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  contract. 
I  apprehend,  according  to  the  strict  rules  of  evidence,  those  docu- 
ments ought  to  be  entirely  rejected;  rejected  so  far  as  they  might 
be  supposed  to  be  produced  for  the  purpose  of  putting  any  con- 
struction upon  the  instrument  itself.  The  marriage-contract  must 
speak  for  itself;  the  rights  of  the  parties  must  be  ascertained  from 
the  language  of  that  marriage-contract,  and  not  from  anything 
which  may  have  passed  before,  and  still  less  from  anything  which 
may  have  passed  afterwards.  At  the  same  time  it  is  certainly 
within  the  rules  of  evidence,  and  therefore  may  legitimately  be 
looked  into  to  see  what  were  the  circumstances  existing  at  the 
time  the  marriage-contract  took  place.  The  marriage-contract 
speaks  of  a  certain  pension.  Now,  what  that  pension  was,  and 
what  knowledge  the  parties  had  of  that  pension,  are  subjects  as  to 
which  these  documents  may  be  looked  at  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining the  intention  in  the  marriage-contract  itself;  every  Court 
of  justice  having  a  right  to  have  all  the  information  which  was  in 
the  possession  of  the  parties  contracting,  to  place  itself  in  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  for  the  purpose  of  putting  a  construction 
upon  the  instrument  to  which  they  have  become  parties."  On  the 
same  principle,  in  an  action  of  damages  by  a  tenant  for  not  being 
put  in  possession  of  the  whole  subject  claimed  under  missives  of 


(«)  Per  Justice  Bayley  iu  Smith  v,  L.  Jersey,  1821,  2  Brod.  and  Bing.,  651. 

(«)  Fodong  V,  Taylor's  Exrs.,  1888,  8  Sh.  and  M*L.,  177,  210— See  also  per  Lord 
Jei&ey  in  Davidson  v.  Mag.  of  Anstruther,  1846,  7  D.,  361.  See  the  rule  on  this  head 
ittted  by  L.  Ch.  Sugden,  in  Att.-Gen.  v.  Drummond,  1842,  1  Dm.  and  War.,  867. 
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lease,  the  communings  which  passed  between  the  parties  before 
they  executed  the  missives  were  allowed  to  be  proved,  as  the  res 
gestae  out  of  which  the  contract  arose  (o).  And  where  parties 
agreed  by  a  bill  of  lading  for  a  sale  of  certain  stores,  proof  of  a  pre- 
vious verbal  agreement  between  them  was  admitted,  in  order  to 
shew  the  circumstances  from  which  the  written  contract  origin- 
ated (jp  ).  So  proof  of  the  res  gestae  at  granting  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  admitted  in  a  question  whether  it  was  meant  to  be  in  full  of  a 
disputed  claim,  or  only  in  payment  of  interest  (q)P 

§  206.  Seventhly — In  questions  as  to  the  subject  of  a  deed,  or 
the  person  favoured  by  it,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  identification,  provided  the  description  be  sufficient  to 
point  out  some  individual  person  or  thing  (r).  In  such  cases  it 
may  appear,  (1)  That  the  description  is  appropriate  and  complete 
as  to  one  object,  and  not  appropriate  to  any  other  object;  or  (2), 
That  the  description  is  wholly  inappropriate  to  the  person  or  thing 
which  it  is  supposed  to  designate  ;  or  (3)  That  it  is  partly  a  right 
and  partly  a  wrong  description ;  or  (4)  That  it  describes  not  only 
one,  but  any  one  of  several  objects. 

§  206.     (1)  There  can  obviously  be  no  difficulty  when  the  de- 

(o)  M'Leod  V.  M'Leod,  1824,  8  Mur.,  488.  In  Drummond  v.  Ross,  1824,  8  S.,  815. 
in  a  question  whether  a  deed  bearing  to  be  a  diecharge  of  an  adjudication  was  not 
merely  a  suspension  of  its  operation,  the  Court  looked  at  correspondence  between  the 
parties  both  before  and  after  the  deed,  because  without  it  the  agreement  was  unintel- 
ligible., (p )  Reid  &  Co.  v.  Sinclair,  1827,  4  l^ur.,  379.  See  also  Stothart  r. 
Johnstone's  Tr.,  1821,  2  Mur.,  644,  6.  (q)  Flockhart  v,  Lawson,  1831,  9  S..  878, 
10  S.,  472,  S.  C.    See  also  Wilson  v.  Glasgow  and  S.  Western  Ry.  Co.,  1851,  14  D.,  1. 

(r)  Lord  Walpole  v.  Lord  Cholmondeley,  1797,  7  Durf.  and  E.,  138—2  Evans* 
Pothier,  210. 


^3  In  an  action  founded  on  failure  to  fulfil  a  contract  for  horse  haulage,  the  puisaer 
proposed  an  issue, — ^whether  the  defender  agreed  to  perform  the  horse  haulage  work 
specified  in  a  schedule  annexed.  There  was  a  written  contract,  but  it  made  no  men' 
tion  of  the  number  of  horses  to  be  employed.  The  number  was,  howeyer,  stated  in  the 
schedule ;  and  the  pursuer  averred  that  a  list  in  terms  of  the  schedule  had  been  made 
out  prior  to  the  contract,  and  that  the  contract  had  been  entered  into  with  reference  to 
it.  He  proposed  to  prove  previous  communings  of  the  parties,  and  urged  that  his  object 
was  not  to  put  a  meaning  on  the  contract,  but  to  shew  the  circumstances  when  the  con- 
tract was  made.  But  the  Court,  holding  it  incompetent  to  connect  the  list  with  the 
contract  by  parole,  and  incompetent  to  prove  previous  communings,  disallowed  the  issue. 
"  The  principle  is  well  established,  that  when  communings  are  followed  by  a  written 
contract,  it  is  not  competent  to  allow  any  part  of  the  communing,  or  even  of  letters  that 
may  have  passed  between  the  parties,  to  be  held  as  part  of  the  written  contract,  or  to 
refer  to  them  so  as  to  enlarge  or  control  the  terms  of  the  written  contract ;  Walker  v. 
Caledonian  Riiilway  Co.,  1868,  20  D.,  1102,  per  L.  J.-C.  Hope,  1105. 
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scription  of  the  deed  is  accurate  and  unambiguous.  If  it  correctly 
defines  one  subject,  extrinsic  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  ex- 
tend or  vary  its  application  («).  For  example,  in  an  English  case 
where  a  person  devised  all  his  freehold  estates  in  the  county  of 
Limerick  and  in  the  city  of  Limerick,  and  he  had  no  real  estate  in 
Limerick  county,  and  only  a  small  estate  in  the  city,  evidence  that 
he  intended  to  devise  his  real  estates  in  Clare  county  was  reject- 
ed (/) ;  and  where  a  party  devised  his  "estate  of  Ashton,''  evidence 
was  held  inadmissible  to  shew  that  he  used  to  designate  by  that 
teim  not  only  his  estate  known  by  that  name,  but  also  his  lands  in 
certain  adjoining  parishes  (u).  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  large  estate 
has  for  some  time  borne  a  name  which  originally  defined  only  a 
part  of  it,  there  arises  an  ambiguity  as  to  whether  the  whole  or  the 
part  was  intended,  and  extrinsic  evidence  on  the  point  will  be  ad- 
mitted (xy^ 

§  207.  (2)  Where  the  description  is  inapplicable,  the  obliga- 
tion or  bequest  will  be  held  void  for  uncertainty  (y). 

§  208.  (3)  Where  the  description  is  partly  applicable,  and 
partly  inapplicable,  to  the  person  or  thing  said  to  have  been  intend- 
ed, the  rule  is,  that  if  the  accurate  description  is  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  of  identification,  the  erroneous  addition  would  be  disregard- 
ed; because  yoba  demonstratio  non  nocety  si  de  corpore  constat  (2); 
and  extrinsic  evidence  will  be  admitted  to  clear  up  any  doubt  on 
the  point.  This  principle  is  seen  in  a  case  where  a  legacy  left  by 
a  trust-deed  to  "Janet  Keiller  or  Williamson,  confectioner  in  Dun- 
dee,* was  claimed  by  Agnes  Keiller,  widow  of  Wedderspoon,  who 
had  been  a  confectioner  in  Dundee.     As  she  had  a  sister,  Janet 


(I)  Wigram,  61  (proposition  v).  (t)  MiUer  v.  Travers.  1882,  8  Bing.,  244. 

(II)  Doe  d.  Oxenden  v.  Chichister,  1816,  4  Dow,  65.  In  a  previous  case  the  English 
judges  were  divided  on  a  similar  point;  Whitehead  v.  May,  1801,  2  Bos.  and  Pull., 698. 

{2)  Doe  d.  Beach  v,  E.  Jersey,  1818,  1  B.  and  Aid.,  650;  3  B.  and  Cress.,  870.  See 
iliopcr  L.  Justice-Clerk  Hope  in  Forbes  t>.  Kirk,  1842,  4  D.,  1177. 

(y)  See  J  211,  212.  (z)  See  Maclaine  v.  Maclaine,  1852,  14  D.,  870— 

L.  Advocate  v,  L.  Forbes,  1760,  1  Cr.  and  St.,  482,  reversing — Guthrie  v.  Monro,  1888, 
11  8.,  466. 


^*  A  grant  conveyed  certain  lands  in  lease,  extending  to  about  200  acres,  "  and  the 
viDtge  of  Scaiinaglowrane,"  and  part  of  Whitechurch  and  Tincurry,  containing  by  es- 
^nation  148  acres.  Parole  evidence  of  use,  &c.,  was  admitted  to  shew  that  1700  acres 
of  monntain  land  had  always  been  enjoyed  as  part  of  the  "  village  of  Scartnaglowrane," 
nd  was  comprised  in  the  term  vDlage,  and  passed  by  the  grant,  "  village  "  being  held 
to  be  in  law  a  term  capable  of  such  a  construction ;  Waterpark  v.  Fennel,  1869,  7  Clark, 
Hook  of  Lords,  660. 
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Keiller,  married  to  a  seaman  named  Whitton,  and  residing  in 
Broughty  Ferry  near  Dundee,  the  trustees  raised  a  multiplepoinding 
for  determining  who  had  right  to  the  legacy.      Janet  Keillor  did 
not  compete;  and  Agnes  Keillor  or  Wedderspoon  founded  her  claim 
on  the  circumstance  that  in  five  previous  wills  with  eight  codicils 
(which  were  all  holograph)  found  in  the  truster's  repositories  she 
was  named  "KeiUer,"  and  designed  "  confectioner  in  Dundee;"  be- 
ing described  in  one  as  "Janet  Keillor,  confectioner  in  Dundee;"  in 
another  as  "Keiller,  spouse  to  Wedderspoon,  confectioner  in  Dun- 
dee;" while,  in  a  third  codicil,  a  legacy  was  left  to  "Helen  Smith, 
whom  Mrs  Wedderspoon  takes  the  charge  of,"  and  it  was  proved 
that  the  claimant  had  been  in  the  habit  of  corresponding  with  the 
truster  and  receiving  money  from  him  for  behoof  of  Helen  Smith. 
The  claimant  being  thus  identified  as  the  person  pointed  at  by  all 
these  wills  and  codicils,  she  maintained  that  the  clerk  who  transcribed 
the  trust-deed  had  erroneously  transcribed  "Williamson"  instead  of 
"Wedderspoon"  from  the  holograph  wills;  and  the  Court  adopted 
that  view,  being  "clearly  of  opinion  that  no  other  person  could  be 
meant  except  the  claimant"  (a).     In  a  subsequent  case  arising  out 
of  the  same  succession,  a  legacy  to  "WilKam  Keiller,  confectioner 
in  Dundee,"  was  claimed  by  William  Keiller,  confectioner  in  Mon- 
trose, and  by  James  Keiller,  confectioner  in  Dundee ;  but  William 
having  retired  from  the  competition,  the  Court  preferred  James, 
being  satisfied  that  he  was  the  party  whom  the  testator  meant 
to  favour.     It  appeared  that  James  was  a  relation  of  the  truster, 
and  had  been  on  habits  of  intimacy  with  him ;  that  he  was  the  only 
confectioner  of  the  name  of  Keiller  in  Dundee;  and  that  William 
Keiller  had  never  been  a  confectioner  there,  and  had  not  been  a 
confectioner  at  all  till  within  a  few  months  before  the  trusters 
death  (6).     It  may  be  questioned  whether  the  descriptions  in  these 
cases  were  not  so  erroneous,  that  the  Court  in  eflfect  made  the  be- 
quest which  the  truster  had  intended,  but  not  expressed  (c). 

§  209.  Again,  where  a  testator  in  England  devised  to  his  wife 
stock  in  the  4  per  cent,  annuities  of  the  Bank  of  England,  and  it 
was  shewn  that  at  the  date  of  the  will  he  had  no  such  stock,  but 

(a)  Keiller  v.  Thomson's  Tr.,  1824,  8  S.,  896.  (b)  Keiller  v,  Thomson's 

Tr.,  1826,  4  S.,  724.  (c)  In  Andrews  v.  Dobson,  1788, 1  Cox,  426,  where  a 

legacy  had  been  left  to  James,  the  son  of  Thomas  Andrews  in  Eastcheap,  printer,  and 
there  was  no  Thomas  Andrews  in  the  place,  but  a  James  Andrews,  printer,  who  had  bj 
his  first  wife  a  son  Thomas  related  to  the  testator,  and  by  his  second  wife  a  son  James 
not  so  related,  the  Court  would  not  admit  evidence  to  shew  that  the  testator  had  in- 
tended Thomas  the  son  of  James,  instead  of  James  the  son  of  Thomaa. 


§  21 1.       ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  TO  EXPLAIN  WRITINGS.  159 

that  he  had  formerly  possessed  some  stock  of  that  kind,  which  he 
had  sold  and  invested  in  3  per  cent,  long  annuities,  the  Court  held 
diat  the  bequest  was  substantially  one  of  stock,  which  was  not  de- 
feated by  the  misdescription,  and  therefore  they  found  that  the 
long  annuities  were  carried  by  it  (d).  In  another  English  case, 
where  the  subject  of  an  agreement  was  lands  "in  the  occupation  of 
widow  Kellet  and  her  son,"  and  no  lands  were  occupied  by  her  at 
the  date  of  the  will,  the  precise  meaning  of  the  words  was  con- 
trolled by  extrinsic  evidence,  showing  that  there  were  lands  which 
had  been  possessed  by  her  before  her  death  two  years  previously; 
and  these  lands  were  held  to  be  carried  by  the  will  (e).  And  where 
a  lease  described  the  subject  as  "all  that  part  of  Blenheim  park, 
situate  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  now  in  the  possession  of  S.,"  within 
certain  boundaries,  "with  all  the  houses  thereto  belonging,  which 
are  in  the  occupation  of  S.,*'  it  was  held  that  a  house  lying  within 
the  bounds,  but  not  in  the  occupation  of  S.,  would  pass  (/).  And 
where  one  devised  "Trogue's  farm,  now  in  the  occupation  of  C,"  it 
was  held  that  the  whole  farm  passed,  although  it  was  not  all  in  C.'s 
occupation  (g). 

§  210.  It  will  be  observed  that  none  of  these  English  cases 
raised  an  ambiguity  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term.  They  were 
mere  questions  of  identification,  in  which  extrinsic  proof  was  re- 
quired, in  order  to  discover  whether  the  description  in  the  deed 
could,  notwithstanding  its  erroneous  qualities,  be  applied  to  the 
person  or  subject  in  issue.  If  the  descriptions  in  these  cases  had 
been  applicable  alike  to  several  persons,  evidence  of  the  grantor's 
intention  would  have  been  admitted,  as  in  questions  of  latent  am- 
biguity (A). 

§  211.  Eighth) — When  the  words  of  a  deed,  illustrated  by  evi- 
dence of  the  surrounding  circumstances  and  of  the  meaning  of  any 
technical  words  occurring  in  it,  are  insufl&cient  to  determine  the 
granter's  meaning,  extrinsic  evidence  will  not  be  admitted  to  prove 
what  he  intended,  and  the  deed  will  be  void  for  uncertainty, — 
perinde  est  ac  si  acriptum  non  esset  (i).  This  rule  follows  from  the 
principle  that  the  duty  of  the  Court  is  to  expound  what  the  deed 


{d)  Sdwood  V,  Mildmay,  1796,  3  Vesey,  806.  (?)  Beaumont  t>.  Field.  1818, 

2  Chitty*8  B.,  275.  (/)  Doe  d.  Smith  v.  Galloway,  1833,  6  B.  and  Ad.,  48. 

(^)  Goodtitlo  V.  Southern.  1818, 1  Ma.  and  Sel.,  299.  (A)  See  {  216. 

(•)  1  Bell's  Com.,  484— Bell*8  Pr.,  ?  524— Wigram,  88  (proposition  vi)— 1  Jarman, 
Hd— Jones  v.  Henry,  1815,  4  Dow,  145— per  L.  Abinger  in  Doe  v,  Hiscocks,  1889,  5 
Me.  and  Wei.,  869— per  Parke  in  Doe  d.  Gord  v.  Needs,  1886,  2  Me.  and  Wei.,  189— 
Richardson  «.  Watson,  1838,  4  B.  and  Ad.,  787. 
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declares,  and  not  to  import  into  it  the  unexpressed  intentions  of 
the  parties  (k).^ 

§  212.  Accordingly,  parole  evidence  is  inadmissible  for  the 
purpose  of  filling  in  a  name  left  blank  (Z),  or  reconciling  conflicting 
clauses  in  a  will  (m),  or  of  ascertaining  who  was  meant  by  a  devise 
which  on  the  face  of  the  will  is  indeterminate,  c.gr.,  "to  one  of  the 
sons  of  A,"  who  has  several  sons  (n), 

§  213.  Ninthly — Notwithstanding  the  rules  stated  tmder  the 
third  and  eighth  propositions,  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  granter's  in- 
tention is  admissible  in  some  cases  in  order  to  clear  up  an  ambiguous 
description  in  a  deed.  This  exceptional  rule  does  not  come  into 
operation  unless  the  ambiguity  remains  after  the  deed  has  been  il- 
lustrated by  proof  of  the  circumstances  which  surround  the  grant- 
or (o),  and  of  the  meaning  of  any  technical  words  which  the  deed 
contains  ( jp ).  It  seems  only  to  apply  where  the  object  of  the 
proof  is  to  discover  who  or  what  the  grantor  of  the  deed  meant  by 
a  description  which  applies  to  more  than  one  person  or  thing. 

§  214.  On  this  point  it  is  necessary  to  observe  a  distinction 
which  has  been  borrowed  from  the  law  of  England  between  patent 
ambiguities,  or  those  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  and  latent 
ambiguities,  or  those  which  arise  where  the  words  of  the  deed  in 

(A)  Bee  mpra,  J  179.  (l)  Baylis  v,  Atty.-General,  1741,  2  Atk.,  289— CasUe- 

don  V.  Turner,  1746,  8  Atk.,  267— Hunt  v.  Hort,  1791,  3  Bro.  0.  C,  811— «m/ra.  Pol- 
lock ».  Gilmour,  1777,  M.,  8098,  and  M.,  Appx.  "  Legacy,"  No.  1,  questioned  in  Blair 
V,  Blair,  1849,  12  D.,  112,  per  L.  Cockbum.     See  J  IGO.  (m)  Ulrick  v.  Litch- 

field, 1742,  2  Atk.,  372.  So  parole  is  inadmissible  for  proving  to  which  of  two  ante- 
cedents a  certain  relative  applies ;  Ju  Walpole  v.  L.  Cholmondeley,  1797,  7  Durf.  and  E.. 
188 — Castledon  v.  Turner,  supra.  (n)  Strode  v.  Russell,  1708,  2  Vem.,  626. 

See  also  Goodinge  ».  Goodinge,  1749,  1  Ves.  Sen.,  280 — ^Edge  v.  Salisbury,  1749,  Amb., 
70— Green  v.  Howard,  1779, 1  Bro.  0.  C,  31.  (o)  Supra,  i  202. 

(p )  Supra,  II  194,  196. 


1*  A  legacy  was  left  to  the  Scottish  Missionary  Society  of  the  Established  Church  of 
Scotland.  It  was  competed  for  by  the  Scottish  Missionary  Society,  which  was  uncon- 
nected with  any  denomination,  and  by  the  Home  Mission  Committee  of  the  Church  of 
Scotland,  the  objects  of  the  latter  society  not  being  strictly  missionary.  The  majority 
of  the  Court  held  the  legacy  should  go  to  the  Scottish  Missionary  Society,  and  the  words 
"  of  the  Established  Church  of  Scotland  "  ovXy  falsa  demonstratio ;  Scottish  Missionary 
Society  v.  Home  Mission  Committee,  1868,  20  D.,  634.  Parole  evidence  was  admitted 
to  explain  a  devise  to  William  Marshall,  "  my  second  cousin,"  the  testator  having  no 
second  cousin  of  that  name,  but  two  cousins  once  removed,  whose  names  were  "WiUiam 
Marshall  and  William  J.  R.  B.  Marshall;  Bennet  v.  Marshall,  1866,  2  Kay  and  J.,  740. 
See  as  to  the  evidence  competent  for  the  purpose  of  identifying  entailed  lands,  Earl 
of  Leven  and  Melville  v.  Cartwright,  1861,  23  D.,  1038,  and  38  J.,  521. 
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themselves  are  neither  ambigaous  nor  obscure,  but  are  shewn  to  be 
equally  applicable  to  more  than  one  person  or  thing  (r). 

§  215.  On  the  one  hand,  a  latent  ambiguity  may  be  solved  by 
proving  which  of  several  objects  the  granter  intended  by  a  descrip- 
tion which  applies  indifferently  to  them  all  (s).  Thus  where  an 
instrument  of  sasine  described  the  bailie  as  '^  Brown  in  Dubbs,"  and 
it  was  averred  that  there  were  more  persons  than  one  answering 
the  description,  extrinsic  proof  was  held  admissible  for  pointing  out 
which  of  them  had  been  intended  {t).  And  in  an  English  case 
where  lands  had  been  left  to  John  Cluer  of  Calcot,  and  there  were 
two  persons,  father  and  son,  who  corresponded  to  that  description, 
parole  of  the  testator's  intention  to  bequeath  to  the  son  was  admit- 
ted («).  So  where  a  devise  was  to  "John  Allen,  the  grandson  of 
my  brother  Thomas,  and  I  hereby  charge  the  same  with  the  pay- 
ment of  £100,  to  each  and  every  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the 
said  John  Allen,  to  whom  I  give  the  same  accordingly;"  and  it 
appeared  that  at  the  date  of  the  will,  Thomas,  the  testator's  brother, 
had  two  grandsons  named  John  Allen,  one  of  whom  had  several 
brothers  and  sisters,  while  the  other  had  one  brother  and  one  sis- 
ter; the  Court  received  proof  of  the  testator's  declarations,  although 
uttered  after  the  date  of  the  will,  to  shew  which  grandchild  he  had 
intended  (x).  On  the  same  principle  where  the  lands  of  Craig  are 
sold,  and  the  seller  has  North  and  South  Craigs,  parole  is  admis- 
sible to  shew  which  he  intended  (t/). 

In  the  cases  thus  noticed,  the  object  of  the  extrinsic  proof  was 
not  merely  to  shew  circumstances  in  relation  to  the  granter,  from 
which  the  Court  might  by  construction  ascertain  the  meaning  of 
the  deed;  but,  on  the  footing  that  the  deed  when  read  by  the  light 
of  surrounding  circumstances  was  still  ambiguous,  proof  of  the 
gianter's  intention  was  admitted,  in  order  that  the  Court  might,  as 
in  a  question  of  fact,  determine  which  object  he  meant  to  point  out 
by  the  latently  ambiguous  description.     Since,  therefore,  the  ex- 


(r)  This  distmction  was  introduced  into  Englisli  law  by  L.  Bacon  (Maxims  Reg.,  28); 
sad  Is  foBy  discussed  in  Wigram  on  Wills,  101  (proposition  vii) — 8  Starkie  Ev.,  765, 
768, 1269^2  PhiL  Ev.,  811—2  Taylor  Ev.,  781— Sngden  on  Vendor  and  Puich.,  174. 

(«)  Bell's  Pr.,  J  524— per  Lord  Ch.  Brongham  in  Logans  v.  Wright,  1881,  5  W.  S., 
in  Morton  v.  Hunters  &  Co.,  1880,  4  W.  S.,  886— Wigram,  «<pra— Starkie, 
FhJL,  816 — ^Taylor,  nqtra — Sugden  on  Vendor  and  Purch.,  175. 

(0  Morton  V,  Hunters,  #t^a.  («)  Jones  v,  Newman,  1760,  1  W.  Black.,  60 ; 

CTplahwd  in  Doe  v.  Hiscocks,  1889,  6  Mee.  and  Wei.,  870.  (z)  Doe  d.  Allen  i^. 

AITm,  1840, 12  Ad.  and  El.,  641 ;  4  Per.  and  Day.,  220,  S.  0.  See  a  similar  case,  Doe 
d.  Gold  p.  Needs,  1886,  2  Me.  and  Wei.,  129.  (y)  Macfarlane  v.  Watt,  1828, 

6  &,  666,  per  L.  Pitmilly— Meen  o.  Ansell,  1771,  3  Wils.,  275—8  6tarkie»  769. 

VOL.  I.  L 
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trinsic  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  intention  as  an  independent- 
fact,  it  may  embrace  both  circumstances  which  indicate  inten- 
tion (z),  and  declarations  of  intention  made  at  the  time  of  granting 
the  deed  (a).  Whether  declarations  uttered  before  or  after  its  exe- 
cution will  be  received,  seems  to  depend  on  circumstances,  as  the 
occasions  on  which  they  were  made,  their  dates  compared  with  the 
date  of  the  deed ;  the  question  being  whether  the  particular  decla- 
ration tendered  is  relevant  to  infer  intention  as  at  the  date  of  the 
deed  (6).* 

§  216.  On  the  other  hand  it  has  been  laid  down  repeatedly,  and 
with  authority,  that  evidence  of  the  granter's  intention  is  inadmifr- 
sible  for  the  purpose  of  clearing  up  Sk  patent  ambiguity.  In  a  Scotch 
case  already  cited.  Lord  Chancellor  Brougham  observed,  "yon  are 
not  to  go  out  of  the  deed,  where  there  is  no  latent  ambiguity  but 
only  a  patent  ambiguity,  in  order  by  any  extrinsic  evidence  to  clear 
Tip  a  doubt  that  arises  before  your  eyes  upon  the  face  of  it.  If  it  is 
a  latent  ambiguity,  if  evidence  dehors  the  deed  raises  that  doubt, 
you  may  have  recourse  to  evidence  dehors  the  deed  to  settle  it. 
That  rule  is  as  old  as  the  time  of  Lord  Bacon,  when  he  held  the 
Great  Seal,  and  that  rule  holds  in  all  the  Courts  here  and  in  Scot- 
land" (c).  The  same  learned  judge  repeated  this  doctrine  in  an- 
other case  which  had  been  appealed  from  the  Court  of  Session  (d). 
Professor  Bell  thus  states  the  rule, — "There  are  two  kinds  of  ambi- 


(z)  Selwood  V.  Mildmay,  1797,  3  Ves.  Jun.,  806— Doe  d.  Chevalier  v.  Huthwaite, 
1820,  8  B.  and  Aid.,  632— Keiller  r.  Thomson's  Tr.,  1826,  4  S.,  724,  «*/?ra,  {  208— 
Wigram,  p.  162.  (o)  Selwood  v,  Mildmay,  n^a — Hampshire  v.  Pierce,  2  Ves. 

Sen.,  216.  (b)  Both  previous  and  subsequent  declarations  have  been  held  ad- 

missible ;  Beaumont  o.  Fell,  1828,  2  P.  Will.,  140— Doe  d.  fliscocks  v.  Hiscocks,  1889, 
6  Me.  and  Wei.,  863,  per  Abinger— Price  v.  Page,  1799,  4  Ves.,  680— Whitaker  9. 
Tatham,  1881,  7  Bing.,  628— Doe  d.  Allen  v.  Allen,  supra  (z).  In  Trimmer  v.  Bayne, 
1802,  7  Vesey,  517,  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  observed,  "  I  fear  there  is  no  possibility  of 
saying  parole  declarations,  both  previous  and  subsequent,  are  not  admissible."  **  But 
there  is  a  very  great  difference  upon  the  point  whether  they  are  all  equally  weighty 
and  efficacious.  A  declaration  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  is  of  more  consequence 
than  one  afterwards ;  and  a  declaration  after  the  wiU  as  to  what  he  had  done,  is  en- 
titled to  more  credit  than  one  before  the  will  as  to  what  he  intended  to  do ;  for  that  in- 
tention may  very  weU  be  altered,  but  he  knows  what  he  has  done."  See  also  Wigram, 
162— See  contra,  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  1796,  6  Durf.  and  E.,  671. 

*  In  thus  treating  of  the  mode  of  solving  latent  ambiguities,  the  views  adopted  by 
Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  in  his  admirable  Treatise  on  the  Interpretation  of  Wills 
(pp.  101,  et  seq.)f  have  been  in  a  great  measure  followed,  as  being  most  consistent  botb 
with  principle  and  with  the  English  authorities,  to  which  a  copious  reference  has  been 
indispensable.    See  {  229. 

(c)  Logans  v.  Wright,  supra,  1881,  6  W.  S.,  246.  {d)  Morton  v.  Hunteis  It 

Co.,  supra,  1880,  4  W.  S..  886. 
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guity,  which  are  to  be  dealt  with  differently,  1st,  An  ambiguity 
patent  or  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  contract,  which,  unless  it  can 
be  solved  by  the  context  and  nature  of  the  contract,  may  be  fatal; 
2d,  A  latent  ambiguity,  arising  not  from  the  words,  but  in  their  ap- 
plication; and  in  this  case  extraneous  evidence  is  admissible  to 
dear  up  the  difficulty"  (e). 

§  21 7\    The  same  rule  holds  in  England.     It  is  thus  stated  by 
Chief-Justice  Gibbs :  "  The  Courts  of  law  have  been  jealous  of  the 
admission  of  extrinsic  evidence  to  explain  the  intention  of  a  testa- 
tor; and  I  know  only  of  one  case  in  which  it  is  permitted,  that  is, 
where  an  ambiguity  is  introduced  by  extrinsic  circumstances.    Then, 
fiom  the  necessity  of  the  case,  extrinsic  evidence  is  admitted  to  ex- 
plain the  ambiguity  (/)/'    The  doctrine  is  more  fully  expounded 
by  Lord  Abinger  in  a  leading  case  in  the  Exchequer.     After  notic- 
ing that  the  circumstances  surrounding  the  testator  may  be  proved 
in  order  to  illustrate  the  meaning  of  the  will,  his  Lordship  ob- 
served—"There  is  another  mode  of  obtaining  the  intention  of  the 
testator,  which  is  by  evidence  of  his  declarations,  of  the  instruc- 
tions given  for  his  will,  and  other  circumstances  of  the  like  nature, 
which  are  not  adduced  for  explaining  the  words  or  meaning  of  the 
will,  but  either  to  supply  some  deficiency,  or  remove  some  obscurity, 
or  to  give  some  effect  to  expressions  that  are  unmeaning  or  ambi- 
guous,   Now  there  is  but  one  case  in  which  it  appears  to  us  that 
this  sort  of  evidence  of  intention  can  properly  be  admitted;  and 
that  is,  where  the  meaning  of  the  testator's  words  is  neither  ambi- 
guous nor  obscure,  and  where  the  devise  is  on  the  face  of  it  perfect 
and  intelligible,  but  from  some  of  the  circumstances  admitted  in 
proof,  an  ambiguity  arises  as  to  which  of  the  two  or  more  things, 
or  which  of  the  two  or  more  persons  (each  answering  the  words  in 
the  wiQ),  the  testator  intended  to  express.     Thus,  if  a  testator  de- 
vise his  manor  of  S  to  A  B,  and  has  two  manors  of  North  S  and 
South  S,  it  being  clear  he  means  to  devise  one  only,  whereas  both 
are  equally  denoted  by  the  words  he  has  used,  in  that  case  there  is 
^t  Lord  Bacon  calls  an  *  equivocation,'  that  is,  the  words  equally 
apply  to  either  manor,  and  evidence  of  previous  intention  may  be  re- 
ceived to  solve  this  latent  ambiguity;  for  the  intention  shows  what 
he  meant  to  do;  and  when  you  know  that,  you  immediately  per- 
ceive that  he  has  done  it  by  the  general  words  he  has  used,  which, 
m  their  ordinary  sense,  may  properly  bear  that  construction.     It 
appears  to  us,  that  in  all  other  cases  parole  evidence  of  what  was 
the  testator's  intention,  ought  to  be  excluded  upon  this  plain  ground, 

(e)  BeU'8  Pr.,  i  524.  (/)  Oxenden  v.  Chichisler,  1816,  4  Dow,  93. 

l2 
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that  "his  will  ought  to  be  made  in  writing,  and  if  his  intention  can- 
not be  made  to  appear  by  the  writing  explained  by  circmnstances^ 
there  is  no  will"  (g). 

The  English  text  writers  also  agree  in  holding  that  while  latent 
ambiguities  may,  patent  ambiguities  may  not,  be  cleared  up  by 
proof  of  the  granter's  intention  (h), 

§  218.  From  the  dicta  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  sitting  in  the 
Scottish  Court  of  last  resort,  the  opinion  of  a  leading  institutional 
writer  (Professor  Bell),  and  the  English  authorities  above  cited,  the 
rule  will  probably  be  held  as  fixed,  that  proof  of  intention  is  inad- 
missible in  order  to  explain  a  patent  ambiguity.  There  is,  however, 
not  a  little  looseness  and  some  conflict  in  the  English  authorities 
on  the  point  (t) ;  while  no  satisfactory  reason  has  yet  been  given 
for  the  distinction  in  this  respect  between  patent  and  latent  ambi- 
guities. It  is  usually  defended  on  the  ground  that  as  a  latent  am- 
biguity is  raised  by  evidence  dehors  the  deed,  it  may  be  laid  or 
removed,  by  the  same  means  (/).  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  (k) 
has  exposed  the  fallacy  of  this  explanation,  which  would  be  per- 
fectly logical  if  the  extrinsic  proof  admitted  to  remove  the  ambi- 
guity were  of  the  same  character  as  that  by  which  it  had  been 
raised.  But  the  ambiguity  arises  in  the  attempt  to  identify  the 
person  or  thing  described  in  the  deed,  without  proof  of  the  granter's 
intention  as  an  independent  fact;  whereas  the  rule  in  question 
allows  the  ambiguity  so  raised. to  be  solved  by  proof,  direct  or  cir- 
cumstantial, of  intention.  Mr  Wigram  (I)  accordingly  sums  up 
his  remarks  on  this  point  by  observing  that  the  decisions  admitting 
evidence  of  intention  "must  be  considered  to  a  great  extent  as  ar- 
bitrary and  not  to  be  explained  upon  any  determinate  principle. 
They  appear  to  be  decisions  in  which  a  general  principle  has  been 
sacrificed  to  meet  the  hardship  of  particular  cases." 

§  219.  It  will  be  kept  in  view,  however,  that  the  exclusion  of 
extrinsic  evidence  in  cases  of  patent  ambiguity  is  limited  to  proof 
of  the  granter's  intention  as  a  fact  independent  of  the  deed  (m). 
Evidence  of  any  facts  relating  to  the  subject  conveyed  (w),  of  any 
material  circumstances  which  surrounded  the  grantor  (o),  and  of 
the  meaning  of  peculiar  phrases  occurring  in  the  deed  (/>),  is 


(g)  Doe  V,  Hiscocks,  1839,  5  Mee.  and  Wei.,  868,  869.  (A)  8  Starkie,  755, 

76S— Taylor,  785— Sugden  on  Vend,  and  Purch.,  175— Wigram,  184—2  Evans'  Pothier, 
208.  (»)  See  Wigram,  180.  {j)  Morton  v.  Hunters,  mpra,  4  W.  S.,  887. 

(*)  Wigram,  121.  (/)  Wigram,  p.  180.  (to)  See  Wigram,  177. 

(n)  Supra^  §  206,  it  $iq.  (o)  Supra,  i  202,  et  ieg.  (p)  Supra,  |  194,  d  teq. 
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equally  admissible  whether  the  ambiguity  is  patent  or  latent.  The 
difference  between  such  evidence  and  evidence  of  intention  is  well 
iUostrated  by  the  mode  in  which  the  Court  explicate  the  term 
"heiis."  That  is  a  flexible,  or  patently  ambiguous,  term;  the  mean- 
ing of  which  varies  with  the  nature  of  the  subject  conveyed,  the 
antecedent  titles  of  that  subject,  and  even  of  other  subjects  to 
which  it  may  be  accessory  (g).  Accordingly,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  term  in  any  instance,  these  extrinsic  circum- 
stances are  not  only  admissible,  but  most  material.  For  example, 
the  primary  meaning  of  the  word  is  the  heir  ab  intestato  in  heri- 
tage (r).  Yet  in  conveyances  of  a/emium  novtmi  it  means  heir  of 
conquest  («)  ;^*  while  in  personal  bonds  and  deeds  which  transfer 
personal  estate,  it  points  to  the  party's  executors  (t).  If  there  has 
been  a  previous  destination  of  an  estate,  limiting  the  succession, 
the  general  term  heirs,  or  heirs  whatsoever,  will  in  all  the  subse- 
quent destinations  of  the  subject  be  understood  as  describing,  not 
the  heirs  at  law,  but  the  heirs  of  the  former  investiture,  unless 
strong  circumstances  raise  the  inference  that  the  original  destina- 
tion was  meant  to  be  altered  (w).^^  Again,  where  one  who  has 
taken  a  right  to  himself  and  to  heirs  of  a  certain  character,  acquires 
adjudications,  reversions,  or  any  collateral  securities  affecting  the 
subject,  and  takes  the  conveyances  thereto  to  himself  and  his  heirs, 
that  term  will  be  construed  to  mean  the  heirs  to  whom  the  lands 
were  provided;  as  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  a  party  would  make 
one  class  of  his  heirs  the  debtors,  and  another  class  the  creditors  on 
the  same  subject  (v).  For  a  similar  reason,  where  a  proprietor  in  a 
feudum  antiquum  purchases  the  teinds  of  his  lands  under  a  disposi- 

{S)  EtsIl,  8,  8,  47.  (r)  Erek.,  eupra,  (t)  Ersk.,  supra. 

(0  Exsk.,  aipra^Teaison  v,  Corrie,  1824,  4  S.,  119^61air  v.  Blair,  1849, 12  D.,  97. 

(«)  Enk.,  nrpro— Hay  v,  Crawford,  1698,  M.,  14,899— Skene  v,  Forbes,  1726,  M., 
11,854— H.  Clydesdale  v.  E.  Dundonald,  1727,  M.,  14,980— Raokine  v,  Rankine,  1786, 
Qeli.  "Mutual  contract,"  No.  4— Patons  v.  Hamilton,  1797,  M.,  11,876— Wilson  v, 
WiboD,  1811,  Home  B.,  584.  (v)  Ersk.,  supra — ^Wauchope  v.  D.  Rozburghe, 

lilh  December  1815,  F.  C;  affd.  1  W.  S.,  41. 


^  A  destination  in  favour  of  "  heirs  whatsoever  *'  of  a  party,  operates,  if  he  takes  no 
light  himseif,  in  favour  of  his  heir  of  line,  not  his  heir  in  conquest.  Where  an  estate, 
eooqaest  in  the  granter,  was  destined  to  the  grandchildren  of  the  grantor,  whom  failing, 
to  the  granter*8  "  heirs  whatsoever,"  and  the  grandchildren  took  the  estate  and  died 
IB  ehildhood,  it  was  held  that  the  grantor's  heir  of  line  was  entitled  to  succeed ;  had 
&e  gnodchildren  not  taken  the  estate,  the  grantor's  heir  in  conquest  would  have  suc- 
ceeded; had  the  destination  been  to  the  grandchildren  and  their  "  heirs  whatsoever," 
their  hein  in  conquest  would  have  taken ;  Robison  v.  Robison,  1859,  21  D.,  905. 

"7  Menzies  on  Conveyancing,  2d  edition,  669  ;  8d  edition,  699. 
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tion  to  himself  and  bis  heirs,  these,  although  ^feodum  novtun^  go 
to  his  heir  in  heritage  (w), 

§  220.  From  these  cases  (x)  it  will  be  seen  that  the  extrinsic 
inquiry  is  admissible  in  order  to  discover  what  intention  the  granter 
has  expressed  by  a  word  which  has  different  but  fixed  meanings  in 
different  circumstances.  When  the  meaning  of  the  word  has  been 
so  ascertained,  the  deed,  no  longer  ambiguous,  must  receive  its 
proper  legal  effect;  and  it  is  therefore  incompetent  by  parole,  by 
the  instructions  given  for  preparing  the  deed,  or  by  any  other  ex- 
trinsic evidence,  to  prove  that  the  granter  meant  to  attribute  some 
peculiar  meaning  to  the  word  referred  to  (y)." 

§  221.  Tenthly — Where,  from  two  provisions  or  bequests  to  the 
same  effect  occurring  in  separate  deeds,  the  question  arises  whether 
both  or  only  one  be  effectual,  it  would  seem  that  extrinsic  evidence 
is  admissible  to  solve  the  difficulty. 

§  222.  On  this  point  it  is  necessary  to  observe,  that  when  a 
testator  leaves  two  testamentary  deeds  or  bequests  in  favour  of  the 
same  persons,  the  primary  rule  is,  that  unless  the  one  is  revoked 
by  the  other  expressly,  or  by  plain  implication,  both  shall  receive 
effect,  as  such  must  be  presumed  to  have  been  the  grantor's  inten- 
tion («)•  Yet  this  presumption  will  yield  to  a  contrary  inference, 
where  the  terms  of  the  deeds  imply  that  the  second  bequest,  if 
identical  in  amount  with  the  first,  was  meant  to  be  a  repetition  of 
it,  or  if  differing  in  amount,  was  intended  to  be  substitutionary: 
the  burden  of  proof  always  lying  on  the  party  who  maintains  that 


{w)  Greenock  v.  Greenock,  1786,  M.,  6612.  But  an  heir  of  entail  purchasing  his 
teinds  under  a  fee-simple  title,  does  not  bring  them  under  the  fetters  of  the  entaU ;  en- 
tails being  strieti  juriSj  and  depending  on  statute ;  Spalding  v.  Laurie,  1784,  M.,  14,461. 
See  also  Galbraith  v.  Graham,  14th  January  1814,  F.  C.  (z)  The  cases  thus 

cited  are  merely  by  way  of  illustration ;  a  full  exposition  of  the  law  on  the  point  being 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  treatise.  The  authorities  are  collected  in  Blair  v.  Blair,  1S49, 
12  D.,  97  ;  and  are  very  fully  and  ably  analysed  in  the  session  papers  of  that  case  (Ad- 
vocates' Library  Collection).  (y)  The  cases  on  this  point  are  cited  tupro,  §  192, 
(r),  (w),  (2)  Stoddart  v.  Grant  and  Others,  1852,  1  Macq.,  163 ;  reversing  11 
D.,  860— Gillespie  v.  Donaldson's  Tr.,  1881,  10  S.,  174— Sutherland  p.  Sutherland, 
1826,  4  S.,  220— EUiot  r.  L.  Stair's  Tr.,  1828,  2  S.,  260— Clark  v.  Hay,  ib.,  818— Stra- 
ton's  Tr.  v,  Cunningham,  1840,  2  D.,  820— Bell's  Pr.,  i  1871—1  Williams  on  Execu- 
tors, 184. 


IS  The  judgment  in  the  case  of  Robison  tupra  involved  the  apparent  anomaly,  that 
the  meaning  of  the  term  "  heir  whatsoever,"  and  the  intention  of  the  granter,  were  held 
to  be  affected  by  events  happening  after  the  granter's  death.  But  the  Court  held  that 
to  be  no  sufficient  objection  to  the  judgment ;  Robison  v.  Robison,  tupra. 
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only  one  of  the  bequests  was  meant  to  stand  (a).  In  determining 
thiB  question,  the  Court  will  look  chiefly  at  the  terms  of  the  deeds 
themselves.  But  they  may  also  admit  the  extrinsic  fact  that  the 
testator  s  fortune  increased  or  diminished  between  the  dates  of  his 
deeds,  as  that  throws  considerable  light  on  the  question  (b)}^ 

§  223.     It  is  not  so  clear  whether  evidence,  direct  or  circum- 
stantial, of  the  testator's  intention  can  be  admitted.     In  one  old 
case,  where  a  party  by  two  deeds,  executed  within  a  fortnight  of 
each  other,  mortified  certain  annuities  for  the  board  and  education 
of  poor  children,  both  deeds  being  precisely  the  same,  except  only 
that  the  later  in  date  appointed  one  more  boy  to  be  educated,  and 
mortified  a  larger  sum,  than  did  the  former, — ^in  a  question  whether 
the  second  was  to  be  held  as  additional  to  or  substitutional  for  the 
first,  the  Court  of  Session  found  that  the  two  mortifications  sub- 
sisted as  separate  deeds.    The  truster's  heir  reclaimed  against  this 
judgment,  and  prayed  that  the  person  who  prepared  and  wrote 
both  deeds,  and  who  was  one  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses  to 
both,  should  be  examined  as  to  the  truster  s  directions  and  declara- 
tions on  the  point  in  issue,  and  generally  as  to  whether  it  was 
his  intention  that  both  should  subsist,  or  that  the  second  should 
indnde  the  first  and  stand  alone.    The  Court  of  Session  having 
refused  this  petition,  the  House  of  Lords  on  appeal  altered  the  judg- 
ment, and  remitted  with  an  order  on  the  Court  to  allow  the  proof 
craved  (c).     The  proof  was  thus  received  in  order  to  show  that  the 
granter  of  the  two  deeds  intended  that  only  one  of  them  should 
stand.    Its  object  was  to  redargue  the  legal  construction  of  the 
deeds  as  both  subsisting  declarations  of  intention.     In  another  case 
where  two  legacies  of  the  same  amounts  had  been  left  to  the  same 
persons,  the  Court  had  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  testator's  affection 
for  them  had  increased,  while  he  had  no  predilection  for  his  heir-at- 
law;  and,  proceeding  partly  on  that  proof,  the  Court  gave  effect  to 
the  double  bequest  (rf).     It  would  seem  that  proof  of  intention  is 

(a)  Hoisbiirgh  v.  Horsburgh.  1847,  9  D.,  881—2  Williams  on  £z.,  1107,  and  cases 
^^en  cited-^Gases  in  note  (2).  (6)  Per  Lord  Truro  in  Stoddart  v,  Qrant,  tupra 

—iJBdaay  v.  Henderson,  1827,  5  S.,  297 — per  Lord  Jeffrey  in  Horsburgh  v.  Horsburgh, 
"pw-Gny  V,  Sharp,  1838, 1  My.  and  Kee.,  689.  (c)  Falconer  w.  Falconer, 

^21,  Bob.  Ap.,  877— See  also  Ker  v.  Waucbope,  1694,  4  B.  Sup.,  201. 

(d)  Lindsay  v.  Henderson,  mpra. 


^  There  is  a  presumption  in  the  law  of  England  against  double  portions  in  family 
•ttlements,  but  (j)er  Lords  Chelmsford  and  Wensleydale,  Lord  Cranworth  dissenting) 
Mt  in  the  law  of  Scotland ;  Kippen  v,  Darley,  1868,  8  Macqueen,  208— Beattie  v.  Thom- 
»n,  1861, 28  D.,  1168— Hopwood  r.  Hopwood,  1859,  7  f'lark's  H.  of  L.,  728. 
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admissible  in  England,  where  two  bequests  are  so  nearly  alike  as 
to  create  the  inference  that  only  one  of  them  was  meant  to  take 
effect  (c).  In  allowing  that  inference  to  be  overcome  by  proof  of 
actual  intention,  the  Court  in  effect  support  the  declared  intention 
of  the  granter,  as  the  object  is  "  not  to  show  that  the  testator  did 
not  mean  what  he  has  said,  but  on  the  contrary  to  prove  that  he 
did  mean  what  he  has  expressed "(/).  This  principle  applies  in 
England  wherever  the  proof  is  tendered  to  "  rebut  an  equity"  (gr) ; 
as,  for  example,  to  show  that  a  debtor  leaving  his  creditor  a  legacy 
did  not  mean  that  it  should  go  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  (A),  to 
prove  that  a  portion  advanced  to  a  child  after  the  date  of  a  will, 
was  not  intended  to  be  an  ademption  of  a  legacy  to  the  same 
amount  (i).  But  where  the  Court,  on  construing  the  deeds  together 
conclude  that  they  are  both  subsisting,  extrinsic  evidence  is  inad- 
missible in  England  (except  in  replication)  for  the  purpose  of  prov- 
ing that  they  are  substitutionary,  because  such  evidence  would  con- 
tradict and  limit  the  expressions  in  the  deed  (k),^ 

The  competency  of  thus  proving  intention  has  been  challenged 
in  a  recent  case ;  where  the  Court  considered  that  the  intention  of 
the  testator  was  to  be  determined  solely  from  the  terms  of  the 
deeds  themselves  (I),  But  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  ex- 
trinsic evridence  did  not  require  to  be  decided  in  that  case. 

§  224.  Eleventhly — In  construing  ambiguous  expressions  in 
deeds,  especially  those  of  ancient  date,  it  is  competent  to  prove  the 
usage  or  possession  which  has  followed  on  them,  and  which  is  the 
parties'  own  exposition  of  their  language  and  intentions.  This, 
indeed,  is  the  best  mode  of  explaining  obscure  or  obsolete  expres- 
sions in  old  writings  (m). 

(e)  Huist  17.  Beach,  1821,  6  Mad.,  861,  adopted  bj  L.  Gh.  Sugden  in  Hall  v.  Hill, 
1841, 1  Dru.  and  War.,  127— Coote  r.  Boyd,  1789,  2  Br.  C.  C,  621— Lee  v.  Pain,  1844, 
4  Hare,  216.    Bnt  see  eontraj  Guy  v.  Sharp,  mpra,  (/)  Per  Sir  J.  Leach,  in 

Hurst  V.  Beaoh,  supra.  {g)  Taylor,  792 — 8  Starkie,  788 — Langham  v,  Sanford, 

1816, 19  Ves.,  641.  (h)  Cuthbert  v.  Peacock,  1707,  2  Vem.,  698. 

(i)  Debeze  v.  Mann,  1787,  2"  Bro.  C.  C,  166— Ellison  v.  Cookson,  1788,  ib.,  307, 1 
Ves.,  100  S.  0.— Trimmer  v.  Bayne,  1802,  7  Ves.,  608.  (*)  Hurst  v.  Beach, 

1821,  6  Mad.,  861— Hall  ».  Hill,  1841, 1  Dru.  and  War.,  127,  per  L.  Ch.  Sugden— Guy 
V.  Sharp,  1888,  1  My.  and  Kee.,  608,  per  L.  Ch.  Brougham — But  see  Goote  v,  Boyd, 
1789,  2  Br.  0.  0.,  621— OampbeU  t>.  E.  Radnor,  1788, 1  Bro.  0.  0.,  271. 

(I)  Horsburgh  v.  Horsburgh,  ntpra^  particularly  opinion  of  Lord  Justioe-Glerk  Hope. 

(m)  Per  L.  "Wynford  in  Heriot's  Hospital  v.  M'Donald,  1880, 4  W.  S.,  101 ;  affirming 
S.  D.  Teind  Ga.,  166—2  Phil.,  846— Taylor,  780—3  Starkie.  775— Sugden  on  Vend. 


^  Roper  on  Legacies,  4th  edition,  1028. 


§  226.        ADMISSIBILITY  OF  PAROLE  TO  EXPLAIN  WRITINGS.  169 

§  ^5.  Accordingly,  where  a  charter  described  its  subject  both 
by  measurement  and  as  possessed  by  A  B  and  bounded  by  a  certain 
yard,  and  a  question  rose  whether  a  piece  of  ground  included  in  the 
description  by  measurement,  but  not  so  possessed  orsbounded,  was 
conveyed,  the  Court,  on  considering  a  proof  which  they  had  allowed 
before  answer,  held  that  the  description  by  measurement  was  erro- 
neous, and  must  be  controlled  by  the  possession  and  boundaries  (n). 
8o  in  a  question  between  a  superior  and  vassal  as  to  their  respective 
liabOities  for  parish  burdens  under  a  doubtful  clause  in  the  feu-char- 
ter, proof  of  their  mutual  actings  for  a  number  of  years  after  its 
date  is  admissible  and  important  to  solve  the  difficulty  (o).  Thus 
also  a  thirlage  on  tenants  within  a  certain  barony  to  grind  the 
"whole  grindable  com  and  grains  at  the  barony  mill,"  may  be  ex- 
plained by  supervening  usage  to  mean  a  thirlage  of  all  growing 
com  except  seed  and  horse  corn,  being  the  thirlage  which  the 
barony  mill  had  enjoyed  by  immemorial  custom  (p).  On  the  same 
principle  in  construing  crown  charters  to  burghs  and  other  ancient 
deeds,  the  English  Courts  have  repeatedly  given  effect  to  contem- 
poraneous and  consequent  usage  (r). 

§  226.  This  kind  of  proof  is  also  admissible  in  questions  as  to 
the  articles  subject  to  impost,  and  the  amount  of  dues  exigible, 
nnder  ancient  Acts  of  Parliament  in  favour  of  magistrates  of  burghs 
and  the  like  («). 

sod  PiXTich.,  17S.     The  English  authorities  speak  of  this  as  proof  of  eorUemporaiMoua 

mage.    Bat  that  term  does  not  accurately  define  usage  which,  ex  hypothesis  must  always 

fiaSow  on  the  instrument  in  question.    See  per  Lord  Brougham  in  Mag.  of  Dunbar  t;. 

Her.  of  Dunbar,  infra,  §  226.  (n)  Clark  v.  Scott,  1826,  6  S.,  109 ;  6  S.,  1028. 

(o)  Brace  v.  Gaistairs,  1778,  M.,  2338;  affirmed  on  appeal — Dundee  Masters  and 

Seamoi  v.  Wedderbum,  1880,  8  S.,  547 — Heriot*s  Hospital  v.  Macdonald,  mpra,  (m)— 

hnrie  ».  Heriofs  Hospital,  1828,  S.  D.  Teind  Ca.,  162.  {p)  Simson  ».  Fordyce's 

Tr.,  1824,  3  S.,  225.    See  Cunningham  v.  Dunlop,  1886,  15  S.,  296,  where,  in  a  ques- 

turn  as  to  the  extent  of  a  servitude  of  pasturage  fixed  by  decree-arbitral,  proof  of  the 

obeequent  possession  was  admitted.     See  also  L.  Falconer  v.  Taylor,  1776,  2  Pat.  Ap. 

G»^  373— Falconer  v.  Lawson,  1778,  ib.,  442— Cochran  v.  Wallace,  1820,  2  Mur.,  297— 

Beattie  p.  Law,  1787,  Hume  D.,  729.  (r)  R.  v.  Varlo,  1775, 1  Cowp.,  248— 

Mankley  ».  Winstanley,  1789,  8  Durf.  and  E.,  279— R.  v.  Bellringer,  1792,  4  ib.,  810^ 

IL  V.  IGHer,  1795,  6  ib.,  280— per  L.  Ch.-Just.  Tindal,  in  Shore  v.  Wilson,  1842,  9  CI. 

>Ad  Knn.,  569— In  Att.-Gen.  v.  Drummond,  1842,  1  Dm.  and  War.,  868,  Lord  Chan- 

ttOor  Sagden  observed — *'  One  of  the  most  settled  rules  of  law  for  the  construction  of 

tmlagiuties  in  ancient  documents  is,  that  you  may  resort  to  contemporaneous  usage  to 

UBertain  the  meaning  of  the  deed.    Tell  me  what  you  have  done  under  such  a  deed, 

>odl  will  tell  you  what  the  deed  means."    See  also  Sugden  on  Vend,  and  Purch.,  178 

-2  Phil^  846—8  Starkie,  775— Taylor,  780.  («)  Mag.  of  Linlithgow  v.  Edin. 

and  Gks.  Railway  Co.,  1846,  7  D.  1071 ;  1  Macq.  Ap.  Ca.,  1— Milne  v.  Leys,  1852.  14 

D.»  798— Murray  v.  Listen,  1843,  5  D.,  1064— Girdwood  v.  Campbell,  1829,  7  S.,  840, 
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§  227.  Even  public  statutes  of  ancient  date  may  be  construed  by 
the  light  of  contemporaneous  and  consequent  usage,  as  the  expositor 
of  their  scope  and  meaning  (t).  Thus,  in  construing  the  important 
public  statute  of  1579,  c.  74,  where  the  question  was  whether  the 
poor  of  a  parish,  which  contained  both  a  landward  district  and  a 
burgh,  were  to  be  managed  and  maintained  separately  or  as  the 
poor  of  one  parish,  proof  of  the  relative  usage  was  held  in  the  Honse 
of  Lords  to  be  admissible  as  explaining  the  statute,  the  terms  of 
which  left  the  question  doubtful  (u).  So  in  a  question  whether 
interlocutors  pronounced  by  presbyteries  required  to  be  authenti- 
cated in  terms  of  the  Act  1686,  c.  3,  which  applies  to  "  all  interlo- 
quitors  pronounced  by  the  Lords  of  Councill  and  Session,  and  all 
other  judges  within  the  kingdome,"  proof  of  the  usage  on  the  point 
was  admitted,  and  was  the  chief  ground  on  which  both  the  Court 
of  Session  and  House  of  Lords  sustained  the  interlocutors  in  ques- 
tion, although  they  did  not  bear  the  statutory  authentication  (x). 
And  in  a  recent  case,  not  yet  reported,  where  the  question  was 
whether  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  1633,  c.  6 — 1690,  c.  17 — 1693, 
c.  22 — 1706,  c.  6 — regarding  the  right  of  presbyteries  to  supervise 
schools  and  universities,  applied  to  a  certain  public  burgh  school, 

and  9  S.,  170— E.  Abojne  v.  Mag.  of  Edinburgh,  1775,  M.,  1972— See  also  ICag.  of 
Lander  v.  Brown,  1764,  M.,  1987;  6  B.  Sup.  819,  S.  C— Mag.  of  Dunbar  ».  Kelly, 
1829,  8  S.,  128— Mag.  of  Wigtoun  v.  M'Clymont,  1834,  12  S.,  289.  Aa  to  the  effect  of 
usage  following  on  royal  charters  and  statutes  creating  a  university,  see  Senatus  Aca- 
demicus  of  Edinburgh  v.  Mag.  of  Edinburgh,  1851,  14  D.,  74,  now  (April  1854)  under 
appeal.2^  (t)  Besides  the  authorities  in  the  following  notes,  see  Stair,  8,  8,  6 

— Ersk.,  1,  1,  45— Meldrum  r.  Tolquhon  1675,  M.,  5737— Henry  v.  Pearson,  1838, 
16  S.,  827— Sugden  on  Vend,  and  Purch.,  178—3  Starkie,  777— Shephard  v.  Goe- 
nold,  Vaughan's  Rep.,  169— R.  v.  Scott,  1788,  8  Durf.  and  E.,  604. 

(u)  Mag.  of  Dunbar  v.  Her.  of  Dunbar,  1835, 1  Sh.  and  M*L.,  134, 195.  In  giving 
judgment  in  this  case,  Lord  Brougham  observed, — "  It  is  quite  true  that  as  against  a 
plain  statutory  rule  no  usage  is  of  any  avail.  But  this  undeniable  proposition  supposes 
the  statute  to  speak  a  language  not  to  be  misunderstood,  a  language  plainly  and  indubi- 
tably differing  from  the  purport  of  the  usage.  When  the  statute,  speaking  on  some 
points,  is  silent  as  to  others,  usage  may  well  supply  the  defect,  especially  if  it  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  statutory  directions  where  any  are  given ;  or,  when  the  statute  uBes 
a  language  of  doubtful  import,  the  acting  under  it  for  a  long  course  of  years  may  well 
give  an  interpretation  to  that  obscure  meaning,  and  reduce  that  uncertainty  to  a  fixed 
sense ;  optimtu  legum  interpres  contueiudo,  which  is  sometimes  termed  contemporaneoas 
exposition ;  and  where  you  can  carry  back  the  usage  for  a  century,  and  have  no  proof 
of  a  contrary  usage  before  that  time,  you  fairly  reach  the  period  of  contemporary  expo- 
sition." The  Court  below  were  divided  on  the  point,  11  S.,  879.  (x)  Fergaaon 
V.  Skirving,  1850,  12  D.,  1146;  affirmed  1  Macq.,  282. 


»i  Affirmed  26th  May  1864,  26  J.,  5  0. 
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the  Court  were  of  opinion  (but  did  not  decide  the  point)  that  proof 
of  the  usage  by  which  the  statutes  had  been  followed  was  admis- 
sible in  explication  of  their  scope  and  meaning  (y).^ 

§  228.  But  while  usage  is  admissible  to  explain  such  writings 
in  80  far  as  their  construction  is  doubtful,  it  cannot  be  received  for 
the  purpose  of  altering  or  controlling  their  meaning  when  clear  («). 
The  allegation  that  a  right  constituted  by  writing  has  been  lost  or 
limited  by  non-use,  must  be  maintained  upon  the  law  of  prescrip- 
tion. 


CHAPTER  III. — OF  THE  ADMISSIBILITY  OF  CUSTOM  AND  USAGE  OF 
TRADE  TO  MODIFY  OR  EXPLAIN  WRITINGS. 

§  229.  It  has  abeady  been  seen  that  extrinsic  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  prove  any  peculiar  meaning  which  custom  or  usage  of 
trade  has  assigned  to  words  occurring  in  a  deed  (a),  and  that  ambi- 
guous expressions  may  be  read  by  the  light  of  the  usage  by  which 
the  deed  has  been  followed  (6).  An  important  class  of  questions  re- 
mains,— ^namely,  as  to  proving  the  custom  of  a  district  or  commu- 
nity, or  the  usage  of  a  particular  trade,  in  order  to  supply  omissions, 
or  to  modify  expressions,  in  written  contracts  and  obligations.^ 

§  230.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  clearly  incompetent  for  one  of 
the  parties  to  a  written  contract  to  prove  custom  in  contradiction  of 
the  writing;  because  "  the  engagements  of  the  parties  to  each  other 
by  the  express  stipulations  of  a  written  instrument  exclude  aU  con- 
sideration of  the  custom  of  the  country"  (c).^    This  rule  (which 

(y)  Presb.  of  Elgin  v.  Mag.  of  Elgin,  7th  March  1864.22  {i)  Per  Lord 

Broagham,  in  Mag.  of  Dunbar  t>.  Her.  of  Dunbar,  supra — R.  v.  Varlo,  1775,  1  Cowp., 
248-R.  V.  Miller,  1796,  6  Durf.  and  E.,  280—8  Starkie,  775.  (a)  Supra,  J  194. 

<<  cag.  (6)  Supra,  g  224,  ei  seq.  (c)  Duke  of  Roxburghe  v.  Robertson, 

nth  July  1820,  2  Bligh,  156,  168,  per  L.  Ch.  Eldon;  reversing  28th  June  1816,  Hume 
D.,  867-B€U*8  Pr.,  101.    See  also  Taylor,  765,  9—2  Phil.,  846. 


^  Reported  1861,  24  D.,  287.  It  was  proved  that  the  school  was  a  public  burgh 
Kbfool;  and  on  the  questions.  Whether  the  acts  applied  to  burgh  schools,  or  to  parish 
Khoola  only,  and  whether,  if  they  applied  to  both,  the  right  of  the  presbyteries  had 
Wn  derelinquished  as  to  burgh  schools,  it  was  held  that  the  acts  applied,  and  that  the 
^mge  in  the  burgh  had  been  in  conformity  with  the  acts ;  and  the  right  of  the  presby- 
tery vaa  sustained  without  proof  of  usage  in  other  burghs,  which  was  not  allowed. 

I  The  usage  will  not  receive  effect  if  unreasonable,  unrighteous,  or  unfair ;  Paxton 
r.  C«ortnay,  1860,  2  F.  and  F.,  181— Bottomley  v.  Forbes.  5  Bing.  N.  C,  121— Cuthbsrt 
p.  Cumming,  1855,  11  Hurl,  and  Gord.,  405,  and  10  Hurl,  and  Gord.,  R09. 

'  Mnnc^y  r.  Dpnnis,  1856,  1  Hurl,  and  Norm.,  216. 
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hardly  requires  authority),  is  well  illustrated  by  some  cases  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  where  leases  which  provided  that  all  the  fodder 
except  hay  should  be  consumed  on  the  land  and  never  be  sold  or 
removed,  and  that  all  the  dung  should  be  laid  on  the  farm  the  last 
year  of  the  lease,  were  not  allowed  to  be  controlled  by  proving  the 
custom  of  the  district  to  remove  the  straw  of  the  way-going  crop  (d). 
So  where  a  contract  for  building  a  comer  house  fully  specified  the 
rate  per  yard,  Ac,  for  the  different  parts  of  the  building,  and  the 
house  was  built  according  to  a  plan  which  showed  there  was  circu- 
lar work,  and  which  was  held  in  the  circumstances  to  have  formed 
part  of  the  contract,  the  builder  was  not  allowed  to  prove  a  practice 
to  charge  double  prices  for  circular  building  (c). 

§  231.  Proof  of  custom  is  inadmissible,  not  only  where  the 
written  contract  expresses,  but  also  where  it  fairly  implies,  a  con- 
trary stipulation  (/).  Accordingly,  where  a  written  lease  contained 
full  provisions  as  to  the  tenant's  remuneration  for  improvements, 
he  was  not  allowed  to  prove  a  custom  by  which  the  landlord  gave 
his  tenants  an  additional  allowance,  although  such  proof  would  not 
have  expressly  contradicted  the  deed  (g).  And  where  a  written 
lease,  which  was  full  and  minute  in  its  stipulations,  did  not  take 
the  tenant  bound  at  his  entry  to  pay  for  the  preparation  of  the  sum- 
mer fallow  by  the  outgoer,  the  landlord,  who  paid  the  amount  to  the 
outgoer,  was  not  allowed  to  prove  that  by  the  custom  of  the  district 
the  incoming  tenant  had  to  refund  it  to  him  (A).  So  where  the 
powers  of  the  manager  of  a  company  were  detailed  in  writing,  and 
he  offered  to  prove  that  by  usage  of  trade  persons  in  his  situation 
appointed  the  servants  under  them,  the  evidence  was  excluded,  al- 
though the  written  contract  was  silent  on  the  point  (t).  On  the 
same  principle  where  iron  was  bought  under  certain  scrip-notes 
which  described  it  as  "  good  merchantable  brand,"  the  Court  were 
of  opinion  that  the  purchaser  could  not  prove  that  by  the  course  of 
dealing  of  the  sellers  (who  were  extensive  iron  masters  and  iron 
merchants)  brand  from  particular  works  ought  to  have  been  deli- 
vered (y).** 

(d)  Duke  of  Roxburghe  v,  Robertson,  aupra — Gk>rdon  v,  RobertBon,  1826,  2  W.  S., 
115 ;  revereing  8  S.,  656— Gordon  v,  Anderson,  1828,  8  W.  8.,  1 ;  reversing  4  S.,  18. 

(«)  Scott  V,  Button,  1827,  6  S.,  288.  (/)  2  Phil.,  889— Smith's  Lead.  Cases, 

806,  309— per  Parke  in  Hutton  v.  Warren,  1886,  1  Me.  and  Wei.,  466,  477. 

(ff)  Gordon  v.  Thomson,  1881,  9  S.,  785.  (A)  Alexander  v,  Gillon,  1847,  9 

D.,  624.  CO  Gye  &  Co.  r.  Hallam,  1832,  10  S.,  612.  (/)  Mackenzie  r. 

Dunlop,  1868,  16  I>.,  129.3  From  the  mode  in  which  the  point  arose,  it  was  not  ex- 
pressly decided. 


3  Judgment  reversed ;  and  held  that  it  might  be  proved  that,  according  to  tlie  general 
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The  principle  of  these  cases  is,  that  as  the  contract  by  implica- 
tion embraces  the  matter  on  which  the  proof  of  custom  is  tendered, 
the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  considered  that  matter,  and  not 
left  it  to  be  imported  by  parole  into  their  agreement.  In  other 
words,  the  terms  of  the  writing  are  more  in  accordance  with  the 
exclusion  than  with  the  admission  of  the  extrinsic  proof.  Under  a 
lease  a  portion  of  land  was  reserved  for  fallow  and  green  crop,  and 
it  was  provided  that  the  tenant  should  plough  that  portion,  and  be 
aDowed  a  certain  sum  for  ploughing, — held  that  he  could  not  claim 
an  additional  allowance  at  common  law  (k).^ 

§  232.  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  question  arises  on  a  point 
for  which  the  written  contract  neither  expressly  nor  by  implication 
provides,  the  parties  are  presumed  to  have  contracted  with  reference 
to  the  customary  rule,  which  may  therefore  be  proved  as  supple- 
menting the  written  agreement.  Thus  where  a  feu-contract  pro- 
vided that  each  feuar  should  make  up  the  street  opposite  to  his  own 
feu,  but  there  was  no  provision  as  to  making  up  the  street  opposite 
the  vacant  stances,  one  of  the  feuars  was  allowed  to  prove  the 
practice  of  superiors  to  make  up  that  part  of  the  street  (Z).  And 
where  the  trustees  of  an  outgoing  tenant  sold  the  turnips  of  his 
last  crop,  and  this  was  not  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  proof 
that  they  had  acted  according  to  the  custom  of  the  district  was 
admitted  in  an  action  by  the  landlord  for  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  (m).* 

(*)  Shire£f  v.  L.  Lovat,  1864, 17  D.,  177.  (l)  Hatton  r.  Peddie.  1880,  5  Mur., 

167.  (m)  Hamilton  ».  Reid's  Tr.,  1824,  2  S.,  611— See  also  Mlntosh  v. 

Ogflry's  Tr.,  1806,  Hume  D.,  822— Wigglesworth  v.  DaUison,  1779,  1  Smith's  Lead. 
Cafle8,800. 


wage  of  trade,  tbe  scrip  notes,  according  to  their  trae  construction,  referred  to  the  special 
kind  of  iron  alleged ;  and  that  as  general  usage  of  trade  conld  be  proyed  only  by  proof 
of  an  aoeiimnlation  of  particular  usages,  it  was  competent  to  prove  that  parties  dealing 
vith  the  defenders  so  understood  their  scrip  not^s ;  but  the  mere  dealing  of  the  sellers 
eoidd  not  of  itself  control  the  meaning  of  the  notes ;  Mackenzie  v,  Dunlop,  I860,  8 
Uaeqneai,  22. 

^  A  charterer  of  a  vessel  to  Ghina,  the  ship  to  be  consigned  to  his  agents,  was  not 
allowed  to  prove  that,  according  to  a  custom  in  Ghina,  the  agent  there,  as  the  charterer's 
ttXDfignee,  was  entitled  to  provide  charters  for  the  homeward  voyage,  because  no  such 
i^ipolation  was  in  the  contract ;  Phillippe  v,  Briard,  1  Hurl,  and  Norm.,  21. 

On  proof  that,  according  to  the  usage  of  a  particular  trade,  a  broker  who  purchased 
viibcnxt  disclosing  his  principal  was  liable  as  principal, — a  broker  was  made  liable  as 
irindpal,  notwithstanding  that  the  terms  of  the  bought  and  sold  notes,  though  they  did 
■ot  diseloBe  the  principal,  clearly  expressed  that  the  broker  was  contracting  as  an  agent 
and  sot  om  his  own  account ;  Dale  v.  Humfrey,  1868,  Ellis  and  Ellis,  1004. 

'  A  custom  that  underwriters  are  not  held  liable  for  general  average,  in  respect  of  the 
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§  233.     This  principle  is  specially  applicable  to  mercantile  con- 
tracts, which  are  often  expressed  shortly  and  on  the  mutual  under- 
standing that  the  custom  of  trade  regulates  all  matters  not  expressly 
provided  for.     Accordingly,  "all  contracts  made  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade,  and  without  special  stipulation,  are  presumed  to 
incorporate  the  usage  and  custom  of  the  trade  to  which  they  relate. 
The  trade  as  exercised,  and  its  usual  practice  known  to  the  parties, 
are  mutually  understood  to  be  within  their  intention  in  forming 
their  bargain,  and  to  be  relied  on  in  their  execution  of  it"  (n).* 
Thus  where  a  contract  of  sale  does  not  specify  the  term  of  payment, 
the  buyer  may  prove  usage  of  trade  to  allow  a  certain  period  of 
credit  (o).    Where  a  merchant  in  Aberdeen  bought  from  a  merchant 
in  Eotterdam  a  certain  quantity  of  timber,  and  a  question  arose, 
whether  the  timber  delivered  was  of  the  proper  size,  the  seller 
proved  it  was  right  according  to  the  mode  of  measurement  used  in 
Rotterdam,  while  the  purchaser  contended  that  he  was  entitled  to 
have  the  timber  as  by  the  measure  used  in  Aberdeen.     The  chief 
question,  therefore,  having  come  to  be,  whether  Rotterdam  or 
Aberdeen  was  to  be  held  the  port  of  delivery,  the  Court  allowed 
the  purchaser's  letter  (which  was  silent  on  the  point)  to  be  shewn 
to  mercantile  witnesses,  in  order  that  they  might  state  whether 
they  wo\ild  imderstand  the  delivery  under  the  contract  to  be  at 
Aberdeen  or  Rotterdam.     The  evidence  also  embraced  the  custom- 
ary mode  of  measurement,  on  the  supposition  of  Rotterdam  being 
the  port  of  delivery  (p.)     So  in  a  case  arising  out  of  a  written  con- 
tract to  make  a  road,  the  contractor  taking  the  stones  from  a  quarry- 
belonging  to  the  employer,  the  former  was  allowed  to  prove  that 
by  usage  of  trade  the  chips  belonged  to  him  (qy 

(n)  1  Bell's  Com.,  440.  (o)  Burbidge  &  Co.  v,  Sturrock,  1832, 10  S.,  620. 

(p)  Schuurmans  v.  Stephens,  1832, 10  S.,  889,  and  11  S.,  781. 
(q)  Inglis  V,  Cunnlnghame,  1826,  4  Mur.,  74. 


jettison  of  goods  stowed  on  deck,  is  a  valid  custom,  and  may  be  proved  without  contra- 
dicting the  ordinary  terms  of  a  policy ;  Miller  v.  Fotheringham,  1861,  6  Hurl,  and 
Norm.,  278.  Where  bought  and  sold  notes  of  mining  shares  specified  the  term  of  pay. 
ment  but  not  the  term  of  delivery,  it  was  held  competent  to  prove  a  custom  of  deliver- 
ing tlie  shares  on  payment;  Field  v.  Selcan  1861,  6  Hurl,  and  Norm.,  £xch.,  617. 

6  Qibson  v.  Small,  1858,  4  H.  of  L.,  397~Smith's  Leading  Cases,  6th  edition,  vol.  i, 
629. 

7  Proof  of  custom  was  allowed,  to  show  that  a  bale  of  gambler  meant,  in  the  G^am- 
bier  trade,  a  package  of  a  particular  size  and  description, — ^that  oil  is  "  wet  '*  if  it  contains 
any  water,  however  small  the  quantity — that  a  contract  to  deliver  "  best  palm  oil  '*  is  im 
plomented  if  one-fifth,  or  other  substantial  portion,  of  the  oil  delivered  was  best  oil;  Gor- 
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§  234.  But  while  custom  of  trade  is  thus  admissible,  wherever 
a  contract  in  re  mercatoria  implies  that  such  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  it  is  not  (in  this  country  at  least)  received  indiscrimin- 
ately in  mercantile  agreements.  Unless  the  terms  of  the  writing 
are  technical,  the  evidence  of  mercantile  men  will  not  be  admitted 
to  explain  it;  because  the  construction  of  a  written  contract  is  for 
the  Court,  not  for  the  jury  (r).  And  if  the  writing  is  so  copious 
and  precise  in  its  stipulations,  as  to  shew  that  it  is  a  record  of  the 
whole  agreement  relating  to  the  point  in  issue,  and  not  merely  a 
statement  of  some  of  its  heads,  the  rest  being  left  to  usage  of  trade, 
the  Court  will  give  effect  to  the  agreement  as  recorded,  and  will 
not  allow  stipulations  to  be  added  to  it  by  a  proof  of  usage  (a). 
The  sphere  of  this  kind  of  evidence  is  therefore  limited  to  inter- 
preting any  technical  words  in  the  document,  and  supplying  any 
customary  conditions  which  the  parties  may  be  presumed  to  have 
tacitly  agreed  to.  Aided  by  such  evidence,  the  Court  will  construe 
a  mercantile  agreement  on  the  same  principles  as  they  apply  to  .all 
written  expressions  of  a  person's  int^tion.® 

§  235.  Little  assistance  can  be  derived  from  the  law  of  Eng- 
land in  questions  of  this  kind ;  for  "  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  we 
have  never  in  Scotland  gone  so  far  as  they  have  done  in  England 
in  admitting  evidence  of  understanding  or  usage  in  order  to  con- 
strue thereby  a  written  document"  (<).*  Nor  does  there  seem  to 
be  any  reason  for  abandoning  our  own  principles  for  the  more  lax 
rules  of  English  law ;  since  among  the  judges  and  text  writers  of 
that  country  there  is  a  strong  feeling  towards  limiting  the  admis- 
sion of  this  kind  of  proof  {u).  It  is  more  probable  that  our  judges 
will  profit  by  the  experience  which  has  satisfied  eminent  English 

(r)  Calder  v.  Aitehiaon,  1831,  9  S.,  777  ;  affirmed  6  W.  S.,  410— HaJdane  v.  Gray, 
1842,  4  D.,  1807— Peter  v.  Terrol,  1818,  2  Mur.,  81,  per  L.  Pitmilly— Milne  v.  Samson, 
1848,  6  D.,  355— Bat  see  M*Laggan  v.  M'Farlane,  1818,  Hume  D.,  101.  See  supra, 
1 193.  («)  Gye  &  Co.  v.  Hallam,  tupra^  §  281 — Mackenzie  v.  Dnnlop,  Wilson, 

ft  C!o.,  1868, 16  D.,  129.  (0  Per  Lord  Jnstice-Clerk  Hope  in  Mackenzie  w. 

Danlnp,  1868,  16  D.,  189.  («)  Per  Lord  Brongham  in  Calder  v.  Aitchison,  1831, 

5  W.  S.,  416,  mpra,  J  199— Per  curiam  in  Hutton  v.  Warren,  1835,  1  Me.  and  Wei., 
475— Johnstone  v,  Usbome,  1840,  11  Ad.  and  El.,  557 — Per  Lord  Denman  in  Trueman 
9.  Loder,  ib.,  697— Taylor,  771-8— Per  Story  in  the  schooner  Reside,  1885,  2  Sumne 
(American),  567,  cited  in  Taylor,  773.  • 


riaen  t.  Perrin,  1857,  2  Scotfs  C.  B.  N.  S.,  681— Warde  v.  Stewart,  1  Scott's  C.  B.  N. 
S,  88— Lucas  v.  Bristow,  1848,  Ellis  and  Ellis,  907. 

•  Mye»  V.  Sari,  1861,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.,  8,  12. 

*  Bnt  the  judgment  in  this  case  was  reversed ;  MacEenzie  v.  Dunlop ;  see  {  231, 
Bote  8. 
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lawjers,  that  the  indiscriminate  admission  of  such  evidence  has 
been  attended  with  injustice. 

§  236.  When  a  writing  has  been  lost  or  withheld,  the  custom 
or  usage  of  trade  in  the  matters  to  which  it  relates  is  admissible 
along  with  other  secondary  evidence  to  prove  its  contents  (05). 

§  237.  As  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  custom  required, 
where  proof  of  custom  is  admissible,  the  rule  is  that  it  must  be 
so  uniform  and  notorious,  that  both  parties  may  fairly  be  presumed 
to  have  had  it  in  view  when  contracting  (y) ;  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  does  not  require  to  be  perfectly  invariable  (2).^"  The  cus- 
tom of  the  country  will  commonly  prevail  over  any  local  usage  in 
matters  of  a  general  mercantile  character  (a)  ;  whereas,  in  provin- 
cial matters,  such  as  contracts  for  service,  the  custom  in  the  district 
will  be  regarded,  provided  it  be  uniform  and  notorious  (6).  In 
leases,  proof  of  a  local  custom  will  suffice  ;  but  it  must  be  so  exten- 
sive as  to  be  well  known  and  recognised ;  the  practice  on  a  small 
estate  of  three  or  four  farms  not  being  sufficient  (c)." 

{x)  Crawford  and  Lindsay  Peera$  Case,  1848,  2  CI.  and  Fin.,  684  ;  18  D.  (H.  of 
Lords),  82— Brown  v.  College  of  St  Andrews,  1861,  18  D.,  1866.  (y)  1  BeU's 

Com.,  440 — Bell's  Pr.,  {  101 — Per  L.  Ch.  Commissioner  in  Inglis  v.  Cunningham,  1826, 
4  Mar.,  81.  (z)  Burbidge  v.  Stnrrock,  1882,  10  S.,  620— Morrison  v.  Allardioe, 

1828,  2  S.,  484— Girdwood  v,  CampbeU,  1881,  9  S.,  170— Wliealler  v,  Methaen,  1848,  6 
D.,  1221— BeU*8  Com.,  wpra.  (a)  See  Bell*s  Com.,  n^pro— Bell's  Pr.,  2  101 — 

Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  Wilson  &  Co.,  1868, 16  D.,  129.  (b)  Morrison  v  Allaidice, 

1824,  2  S.,  484— See  infra,  {  860.  (e)  Allan  v.  Thomson,  1829,  7  S.,  784— 


^^  It  requires  long  and  invariable  usage  to  supersede  the  general  law  of  the  conntxy 
in  any  particular  locality.  So,  where  a  proof  was  attempted  that  scourers  of  linen  in 
Paisley  had,  in  virtue  of  a  local  custom,  a  right  to  retain  linen  sent  them  for  scouring, 
in  security  of  an  account  due  to  them  for  scouring  other  quantities  of  linen,  it  was  held 
that,  as  the  usage  proved  was  merely  fluctuating  and  of  a  few  years'  standing  only,  it 
could  not  receive  effect;  Smith  v,  Aikman,  1869,  22  D.,  844.  On  the  other  hand,  to 
support  a  case  on  mercantile  usage,  "  there  needs  not  either  the  antiquity,  the  uniform- 
ity, or  the  notoriety  of  custom,  which,  in  respect  of  all  these,  becomes  a  local  law.  The 
usage  may  be  still  in  the  course  of  growth  ;  it  may  require  evidence  for  its  support  in 
each  case ;  but,  in  the  result,  it  is  enough  if  it  appears  to  be  so  well  known  and  ac- 
quiesced in  that  it  may  be  reasonably  presumed  to  have  been  an  ingredient  tacitly  im- 
ported by  the  parties  into  their  contract ";  Justice  Coleridge  (delivering  opinion  of  Privy 
Council)  in  Ghoee  v.  Manickchund,  1869,  7  Moore's  Indian  Ap.,  268,  282. 

A  usage  in  Lloyd's  Coffee-house,  as  to  persons  insuring  there,  was  held  not  to  apply 
where  contracting  parties  were  ignorant  of  it;  Sweating  v.  Pearce,  1861,  9  Scott's 
C.  B.  N.  S.,  684 ;  and  the  presumption  that  parties  made  an  agreement  with  reference  to 
a  local  usage,  has  no  place  when  one  of  the  parties  does  not  know  of  the  usage ;  in  that 
case  evidence  of  the  usage  will  not  be  admitted ;  Eirohner  v.  Venus,  1869, 12  Moore's 
Privy  Council  Reports,  861. 

11  According  to  the  Law  of  England,  the  custom  of  the  country  may  be  proved  to 
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Under  an  iesne  whether  a  bill  payable  at  a  flesher's  shop  in 
Glasgow  had  been  presented  during  business  hours,  the  custom  as 
to  the  hours  of  the  fieshers  in  the  district,  or  of  fleshers  generally, 
and  not  as  to  business  hours  in  general,  W£ls  held  to  form  the 
rule  (d). 

There  is  sometimes  a  question  which  of  two  different  usages, 
prevailing  in  different  places,  has  to  be  regarded.  It  has  been  held 
that  in  an  action  on  a  policy  with  a  Scotch  insurance  company,  the 
equipment  of  sails,  &c.,  must  be  complete  according  to  the  usage  in 
Great  Britain,  not  in  Nova  Scotia,  where  the  vessel  was  built  and 
owned  (e)  The  usage  prevailing  in  the  port  of  delivery  was  held 
to  fix  the  mode  of  measurement  in  a  contract  of  sale  of  timber  (/). 
In  an  action  for  the  price  of  ornamental  plaster  work  executed  in 
Glasgow,  the  customary  prices  there  were  held  to  be  the  rule,  and 
proof  of  those  in  London  was  refused  (g).  For  a  full  discussion  of 
the  bearings  of  the  lex  loci  contractus,  the  Ux  loci  solutionis,  and  the 
lex  ret  sitae,  in  such  questions,  reference  must  be  made  to  the  work 
of  Judge  Story  (hy^ 

§  238.  Proof  of  usage  or  custom  will  not  be  admitted  to  sup- 
plement the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  unless  it  is  averred  on 
record  and  covered  by  the  issue  (i). 

Alexander  v.  GiUon,  1S47,  9  D.,  624— M'Leod  v.  Brace,  1816,  Hume  D.,  842— M. 
Tweeddale  v.  Brown,  1821,  2  Mur.,  565 — Compared  with  Bell  v.  Lament,  24th  Jnne 
1814,  F.  C— 1  BeU»B  Com.,  74,  440.  (d)  Neilaon  v,  Leighton,  1844,  6  D.,  622. 

{e)  Cookv.  Greenock  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  1848,  5  D.,  1879.  (/)  Schunrmans 

9.  Stephens,  1832, 10  S.,  889;  11  S.,  779.  (y)  Wilson  v.  Gordon,  1828,  6  S., 

1012.-866  also  Whealler  v.  Methuen,  1843,  5  D.,  1221.  (h)  Story,  Confl.,  i  270, 

d  jeg.  («)  Milne  v,  Samson,  1843,  6  D.,  355 — ^Mackenzie  v.  Dnnlop,  Wilson  & 

Co.,  1858, 16  D.,  129— Gnthrie  «.  Cochrane,  1846, 19  So.  Jur.,  69. 


affect  the  tenns  of  a  tenancy,  hut,  nnder  that  rale,  evidence  of  the  usage  of  a  particular 
is  not  admissible  unless  it  be  shewn  that  the  tenant  was  aware  of  it.  "  The  law 
cognisance  of  the  division  of  the  country  into  counties  and  parishes,  which  are 
kgal  and  public  divisions,  but  not  into  properties  or  estates,  which  are  purely  private  '*; 
PoUock,  C.  B.,  Womersley  v.  Dally,  1867,  26  L.  J.  Exch.,  219. 

1'  Where  the  defendant,  by  a  charter  party  executed  in  London,  agreed  to  load  on 
board  a  vessel  at  Trinidad  "  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  sugar  molasses,"  the  custom 
at  Trinidad,  to  pack  up  such  cargoes  in  a  certain  manner,  was  held  imported  into  the 
eontraet^  although  there  was  no  such  custom  at  London ;  Cuthbert  v.  Gumming,  1855, 
11  Hurl,  and  Gord.,  405,  and  10  Hurl,  and  Gord.,  809. 
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CHAPTER  IV. — OF  CONTRADICTING  AND  MODIFYING  DEEDS  BY 

WRIT  OR  OATH  OF  PARTY. 

§  239.  The  terms  of  every  writing  may  be  contradicted,  re- 
stricted, or  modified  by  the  oath  on  reference  of  the  party  founding 
upon  it,  or  by  his  writ  emitted  after  its  date.  Thus  where  a  deed 
narrates  a  price  paid,  non-payment  may  be  proved  by  the  granter's 
writ  or  oath  (t).  The  oath  of  party  was  admitted  to  prove  that  a 
clause  in  a  lease,  binding  the  parties  respectively  to  pay  for  amelior- 
ations or  deteriorations  (as  the  case  might  be)  at  its  expiry,  in- 
cluded a  miU  erroneously  and  contrary  to  the  real  agreement  (/). 
It  was  proved  by  oath  of  party  that  the  true  consideration  in  a 
bond  bearing  to  be  for  borrowed  money  was  an  indenture  with  the 
debtor's  son  as  an  apprentice  ;  whereon  parole  evidence  of  mal- 
treating the  son  was  admitted  as  a  ground  for  suspending  diligence 
on  the  bond  (k).  And  oath  of  party  was  received  to  prove  that  a 
bond  was  granted  for  the  price  of  a  horse,  whereupon  a  condition 
to  take  back  the  horse  if  it  did  not  please,  and  the  existence  of 
latent  flaws  in  it,  were  proved  by  witnesses  (Q.  Writ  or  oath  is 
also  admissible  to  show  that  a  disposition  ex  facte  absolute  was  con- 
ditional, and  that  it  was  a  blunder  to  state  the  contrary  (m).  And 
the  existence  of  a  latent  condition  voiding  the  contract  may  be 
proved  by  oath  of  party ;  so  as  to  let  in  parole  evidence  of  non-im- 
plement (n).  By  statute,  also,  writ  and  oath  of  party  are  admissible 
to  prove  the  ground  of  reduction  on  the  Act  1621,  c.  18,  for  defeat- 
ing fraudulent  alienations  by  bankrupts  ;  and  they  are  the  only 
competent  evidence  of  trust  under  the  Act  1696,  c.  25. 
•  §  240.  It  is  competent  to  prove  by  writ  or  oath  that  a  deed  was 
modified  by  subsequent  agreement,  as  where  it  is  alleged  that  the 
term  of  removal  in  a  lease  was  delayed  (o),  or  the  rent  abated  (p), 
or  that  written  instructions  to  a  broker  were  altered  verbally  (r). 

(0  Gordon  v.  Trotter,  1888.  11  S.,  696.  (/)  Lawson  v,  Murray,  7  S,,  880 — 

See  also  Faimey  v.  Lord  Melville,  1662,  M.,  12,808.  (k)  Aikman,  1666,  M., 

12,811— See  also  Gun  v,  Fraser,  1714,  M.,  12,837.  (I)  Sim  v.  Inglish,  1674, 

M.,  12,821— See  also  Kinnaird  v.  M'Dougal,  1694,  4  B.  Sup.,  184.  (m)  Stewart 

».  Ferguson,  1841,  8  D.,  668,  674,  per  Lord  Ordinary  Ivory.  (n)  Wilkies  v, 

Gordon,  1618,  M.,  12,407— Kinnaird  v.  M'Dougal,  1694,  4  B.  Sup.,  184. 

(o)  Thomson  ».  Temey,  1791,  Hume  D.,  780— See  Sharp  v,  Clark,  1807,  Hume 
D.,  677.  {p)  Gib  v.  Winning,  1829,  7  S.,  677— See  also  Law  v.  Gibwrne, 

1886,  18  S.,  896.  (r)  Stevenson  v.  Manson,  1840,  2  D.,  1204. 
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The  stipulations  in  a  charter  party  may  be  modified  by  subsequent 
written  directions,  so  as  to  constitute  a  new  contract  (s). 

§  241.  A  party's  oath  is  admissible  to  prove  that  he  renounced 
a  right  constituted  by  deed,  as  a  written  lease  (t),  or  a  bond  (u),  or 
to  prove  that  a  creditor  with  an  infeftment  of  annual-rent  accepted 
a  part  of  the  lands  in  satisfaction  of  his  right  (x),  or  that  a  creditor, 
on  receiving  part  payment,  discharged  a  debt  on  which  he  had  led 
adjudication  (y).  Thus,  also,  a  concert  among  creditors  to  suspend 
diligence  against  their  common  debtor  was  held  binding,  although 
not  reduced  to  writing,  and  oath  of  party  was  received  to  prove 
it  (z).  The  principle,  indeed,  holds  universally  that  the  law  from 
favour  to  pacta  liber atoria  does  not  insist  on  written  proof  of  them ; 
since,  if  they  are  admitted  on  oath,  there  is  no  ground  for  doubting 
their  genuineness  (a). 

§  242.  There  is  sometimes  a  difficulty  as  to  the  competency 
and  effect  of  proving  by  oath  of  party  obligations  additional  to  those 
contained  in  a  deed.  The  following  distinctions  are  suggested  on 
the  point,  on  which  there  are  few  decisions.  Wherever  the  addi- 
tional obligation  does  not  in  itself  require  writing  for  its  constitu- 
tion, it  may  be  proved  by  oath  on  reference,  in  order  to  compel  spe- 
cific implement  (6).  Again,  if  the  party  founding  on  a  deed  admits 
that  a  stipulation  which  in  itself  requires  writing,  was  one  of  the 
conditions  of  the  real  agreement,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  enforce 
the  deed  without  implementing  the  condition ;  which  may  thus 
indirectly  be  made  effectual.  One  who  founds  on  an  additional 
stipulation  which  requires  writing  for  its  constitution,  will  also  be 
allowed  to  enforce  it  specifically,  if  he  proves  its  existence  by  his 
opponent's  oath,  and  proves  prout  de  jure  that  rei  interventvs  has 
ensued  on  the  faith  of  it  (c).  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  party 
founding  on  a  deed  denies  on  his  oath  on  reference  that  it  was  con- 
tingent on  or  burdened  with  a  verbal  addition  of  this  nature,  the 

(«)  HaU  V.  Brown,  1814,  2  Dow,  867.  (t)  Graigmillar  v,  Chalmers,  1689, 

M,  12,308.  (u)  Hepburn  v.  Hamilton,  1661,  M.,  8466.  {%)  Ker  v, 

Himter,  1666,  M.,  8466.  (y)  Steil  v.  L.  Orbiston,  1679,  M.,  8467.    Here  there 

kad  been  ret  mUrvmhu  on  the  transaction.  (2)  M'Dougal  v.  Glapperton,  1726, 

IL,  8468.  (a)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  8 — Tait,  226.    On  the  same  ground,  an  agreement  to 

Kmore  vithoitt  warning  may  be  proved  by  the  tenant's  oath ;  Edmonstou  v,  Bryson, 
1744.  M.,  12,416,  18,884 — Ivory's  Ersk.,  882,  note  186 ;  and  an  agreement  to  dispense 
vith  rennndation  of  a  lease  may  be  proved  by  the  oath  of  the  landlord ;  Carlisle  v. 
LavBOfi,  24th  January  1732  (not  rep.),  cited  in  Edmonston  v,  Bryson,  tupra^  and  Ivory's 
Enk^  ib.  (6)  See  Weir  v.  Russell,  1703,  M.,  12,381— Brisbane  v.  Glasgow 

Madumts,  1684,  M.,  12.328.  (c)  See  §  166,  and  the  chapters  on  rei  intervenhu, 

Ukiw. 
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former  may  be  enforced  alone,  and  the  latter,  being  an  independent 
obligation  not  validly  constituted,  will  fall ;  unless  its  defects  have 
been  removed  by  rei  interventua  (rf). 

§  243.  Where  a  written  contract  contains  ambiguities,  they 
may  be  cleared  up  by  oath  on  reference  as  to  the  real  meaning  of 
parties  (e). 

(d)  See  on  these  points  Tait,  226.  (e)  Stewart  v.  Fei^son,  1841,  3  D., 

668,  per  Lord  (Ordinary)  Ivory. 
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TITLE  VL 

OF  EVIDENCE  AS  DIVIDED  INTO  DIRECT  AND  INDIRECT  ; 
AND  OF  THE  DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  CIRCUMSTAN- 
TIAL AND  PRESUMPTIVE  EVIDENCE. 


The  rules  discussed  in  the  preceding  chapters  relate  chiefly  to 
the  admissibility  of  evidence.  We  proceed  now  to  consider  the 
different  modes  in  which  the  evidence,  when  admitted,  bears  on 
the  questions  in  issue. 

§  244.  Every  item  of  the  evidence  in  a  cause  is  either  direct 
or  indirect.  By  the  former  term  is  meant  evidence  expressly  affir- 
mative or  negative  of  the  issue.  The  only  question  therefore  in 
regard  to  such  evidence  is,  whether  it  is  to  be  believed, — that  is, 
whether  the  document  is  genuine  and  its  contents  true,  or  whether 
the  witness  has  accurately  observed  and  remembered,  and  has 
truthfully  related,  the  facts  to  which  he  speaks.  On  the  other 
hand,  indirect  (which  includes  circumstantial  and  presumptive) 
evidence,  consists  of  a  factum  probatum  of  one  kind,  from  which  a 
different  fact,  the  factum  prohandum,  has  to  be  inferred  bj'  a  pro- 
cess of  reasoning.  Consequently,  indirect  evidence  embraces  two 
inquiries, — ^first,  whether  there  is  sufficient  proof  of  the  probative 
facts ;  and,  second,  if  so,  whether  the  fact  in  issue  is  deducible 
from  them  by  an  inference  sufficiently  strong  to  found  a  verdict. 

§  245.  A  strict  metaphysical  analysis  shows  that  much  of  what 
is  constantly  received  as  direct  evidence  is  really  inferential.  This 
ifi  the  case  as  to  all  evidence  of  identity  ;  where  the  direct  proof  is, 
that  certain  characteristics  known  to  belong  to  a  certain  person 
occur  in  the  person  identified,  and  the  identity  is  an  inference  de- 
duced from  the  coincidence,  coupled  with  our  experience  that  two 
persons  seldom  resemble  each  other  so  closely  that  accurate  obser- 
vation will  not  distinguish  them  (a).     Accordingly,  although  every 

(a)  See  on  this,  Keid  on  the  Tntollectual  Powers,  Essay  vii,  ch.  3,  J  694. 
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rnan  feels  a  moral  certainty  in  identifying  his  own  acquaintances, 
persons  often  confidently  but  erroneously  infer  identity  in  regard 
to  strangers,  from  regarding  points  of  coincidence  and  overlooking 
points  of  dissimilarity  (&).  In  the  same  way,  when  I  swear  that 
certain  letters  were  written  to  me  by  a  friend  or  correspondent,  the 
direct  proof  is  that  these  letters  and  those  of  my  friend  possess  the 
same  characteristics  of  handwriting  and  style,  that  the  subjects  of 
the  letters  in  issue  are  what  usually  occur  in  his  correspondence, 
and  that  these  letters  are  in  sequence  and  connection  with  those 
addressed  by  me  to  him,  and  (as  I  presume)  received  by  him  only. 
From  such  circumstances  I  conclude  w-ith  perfect  confidence  that 
the  letters  were  written  by  my  friend.  I  may  be  right  as  to  the 
primary  facts,  yet  my  inference  may  be  erroneous,  owing  either  to 
an  unusual  number  of  coincidences  occurring  in  the  particular  case, 
or  to  the  letters  in  issue  having  been  fabricated. 

§  246.  In  ordinary  acceptation,  however,  evidence  of  this  na- 
ture is  not  treated  as  indirect  or  inferential ;  but  those  facts  which 
the  witness  may  depone  to,  although  embracing  his  inferences 
from  more  direct  facts,  are  regarded  as  direct  evidence,  unless  when 
they  bear  on  the  facts  in  issue  through  the  medium  of  an  inference. 
Evidence  of  identification  and  the  like  is  therefore  regarded  as 
direct,  unless  when  the  witness  states  the  points  of  similitude,  and 
leaves  to  the  jury  to  infer  the  identity. 

§247.  The  terms  "circumstantial"  and  "presumptive"  evi- 
dence are  often  used  synonymously.  But  in  correct  legal  language 
they  are  different  species  of  the  genus  "indirect"  evidence.  In 
this  view,  presumptive  evidence  consists  of  a  single  fact  or  a  small 
group  of  facts,  from  which  another  fact  is  inferred,  on  account  of  the 
general  experience  of  mankind  having  found  them  to  be  frequently 
coincident.  In  presumptive  evidence,  therefore,  we  arrive  at  the 
result  not  so  much  by  reasoning  out  the  inference  applicable  to  the 
facts  of  the  particular  case,  as  by  observing  that  that  case  comes 
within  a  category  of  cases,  from  which  a  certain  inference  is  usually 
deducible  (c).  On  the  other  hand,  cases  of  circumstantial  evidence 
cannot  be  thus  generalised.     Each  one  is  individual  and  peculiar, 

(b)  Several  instances  of  erroneous  identification  are  collected  tn/ro,  J  262. 

(c)  According  to  the  view  stated  in  the  text,  every  case  of  presumptive  proof  may  be 
reduced  to  a  syllogism,  of  which  the  major  premiss  is,  "  Most  A  are  B,"  f^.,  "  Most 
})ersons  holding  bills  are  onerous  creditors,"  or  "  Most  persons  having  the  possession  of 
moveables  are  the  proprietors  of  th'em."  But  cases  of  circumstantial  evidence  cannot 
be  so  resolved,  because  there  are  no  categories  of  similar  cases  with  which  they  can  be 
classified. 
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and  the  result  is  obtained  by  a  process  of  reasoning  applied  to  the 
specific  circumstances  proved,  independently  of  precedents.  Such 
cases  often  embrace  a  number  of  presumptions,  and  require  a  ba- 
lancing of  conflicting  probabilities ;  whereas,  in  a  pure  case  of  pre- 
sumptive evidence  the  facts  are  simple,  and  the  inference  is  recog- 
nised at  once  by  all  men  of  ordinary  understanding  (d). 


{d)  The  distinction  between  circumstantial  and  presumptive  evidence  is  weU  stated 
in  1  Starkie,  558. 


I 
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TITLE  VII. 


OF  CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE. 


§  248.  Having  thus  explained  generally  the  nature  of  circum- 
stantial evidence,  we  proceed  to  examine  it  in  detail  (a).  There 
are  few  more  important  branches  of  law;  for  not  only  does  evidence 
of  this  kind  enter  more  or  less  into  every  judicial  investigation,  but 
farther,  "  most  of  the  facts  upon  which  courts  of  justice  act,  not 
only  in  civil  but  in  criminal  cases,  even  in  those  which  affect  the 
lives  of  individuals,  are  established  by  circumstantial  proof  (6), 
It  is  essential  to  the  well-being  of  society  that  crimes  should  not 
go  unpunished  merely  because  they  have  been  committed  in  secret; 
and  that  civil  rights  should  not  be  lost  on  account  of  there  being 
no  direct  proof  of  the  facts  on  which  they  depend.  But  if  circum- 
stantial evidence  were  not  credible,  no  such  views  of  expediency 
could  entitle  us  to  rely  upon  it.  We  do  so  because  reason,  expe- 
rience, and  the  common  assent  of  mankind  prove  its  trustworthi- 
ness. It  is  not  only  our  guide  in,  the  ordinary  affairs  of  life ;  it  is 
also  the  ground  of  our  belief  in  the  highest  religious  and  scientific 
truths.  The  demonstrations  of  Butler,  Paley,  and  Chalmers  are, 
different  congeries  of  circumstantial  proofs.  So  are  the  physical 
systems  of  Newton  and  Copernicus.  Indeed  there  is  not  a  science 
or  branch  of  philosophy,  mathematics  alone  excepted,  which  does 
not  depend  more  or  less  on  circimistantial  evidence. 

In  treating  of  this  subject  with  reference  to  judicial  investiga- 

(a)  This  subject  is  treated  by  Mr  Burnett,  618,  et  aeq,^  and  Mr  Alison,  vol.  i,  p.  74, 
241,  445.  In  England  it  is  the  subject  of  an  ample  commentary  by  Mr  Starkie,  vol.  i, 
]).  560,  et  teq.,  8d  ed. ;  and  of  a  work  by  Mr  Wm.  Wills.  It  is  also  treated  of  in  MiU's 
Logic,  B.  iii,  ch.  23 — Benth.  Jud.  £v.,  B.  v. — and  Menochiis  de  prentmptiamlma ;  and  it 
is  expounded  by  Chief- Justice  Shaw  in  the  trial  of  Dr  Webster,  re|X)rted  separately  by 
(i.  Bemis,  1860.  (b)  Per  L.  Wynford  in  Galbraith  v.  Galbraith,  1881,  5  W. 

,s.,  87. 
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tions,  we  shall  first  consider  the  principles  of  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, and  then  analyse  a  few  illustrative  cases. 

§  249.  All  human  acts  and  transactions  are  parts  of  a  great 
tissue  of  circumstances  spreading  over  the  history  and  character  of 
the  individuals  concerned,  and  reaching  to  the  external  world.  Of 
aU  these  circumstances  none  are  independent  or  isolated ;  but  each 
is  united  and  intertwined  by  countless  links  and  ties  with  its  ante- 
cedents, its  adjacents,  and  its  consequents  (c).  Every  day  we  meet 
some  of  these^groups  of  circumstances,  whose  relative  dependence 
and  sequence  we  observe ;  and  by  reading  and  conversation  we  par- 
ticipate in  similar  experiences  of  other  men.  From  these  materials 
we  form  opinions  as  to  the  mutual  contingency  both  of  human  ac- 
tions and  of  material  phenomena;  and  that  not  only  in  their  outward 
manifestations,  but  even  in  their  latent  causes  and  results.  We 
learn  to  discriminate  more  or  less  successfully  between  the  essential 
and  the  accidental  qualities  of  similar  cases,  and  to  trace  the  prin- 
ciples of  combination  in  new  groups  of  circumstances.  Sometimes 
we  know  only  certain  members  of  the  series,  but  from  these  we  can 
ascertain  those  which  are  awanting. 

§  250.     To  discover  the  missing  from  the  known  facts — the 
facta  probanda  from  \he^  facta  probata — ^is  the  province  and  object 
of  circumstantial  evidence.     The  result  depends  on  the  probability, 
sometimes  amounting  to  moral  certainty,  of  the  coincidence  be- 
tween them,  as  compared  with  any  coincidence  of  an  opposite  na- 
ture.   The  ground-work  of  the  reasoning  by  which  we  decide  the 
question  is  our  belief  in  the  permanence  of  the  order  of  nature  in 
the  moral  as  weU  as  the  material  world ;  for  we  find  moral  causes 
operating  with  almost  as  great  uniformity  as  physical,  although 
from  the  latency  of  mental  operations,  their  slight  and  often  am- 
biguous  indications,  and   the  countless  diversities  of  individual 
characters,  we  are  more  apt  to  mistake  them  than  material  pheno- 
mena (ci). 

§  251.  The  facts  which  circumstantial  proof  may  embrace  are 
innumerable,  as  are  the  occurrences  in  the  course  of  nature  and  so- 
ciety, and  the  incidents  of  daily  life.  They  may  be  classified  into, 
Ut,  Circumstances  of  a  purely  material  nature ;  2d,  Those  relating 
to  men  and  the  lower  animals  in  their  character  of  living  beings ; 
and,  3d,  Mental  phenomena,  inferred  (as  they  must  always  be)  from 
external  indications. 

These  classes  of  circumstances  will  be  noticed  in  their  order. 

(e)  From  1  Starkie,  560.  (d)  From  Wills  on  Circ.  Ev.,  10. 
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§  252.  I. — Opportunity  to  commit  the  offence  must  be  the  basis 
of  every  criminal  charge.  It  embraces  nearness  in  time  and  place 
to  the  scene,  possession  of  the  means  by  which  it  appears  to  have 
been  committed,  or  of  power  to  procure  them,  and  the  appropriat<e- 
ness  of  the  means  within  the  prisoner  s  reach,  to  produce  their  sup- 
posed effect.  Sometimes  possession  of  the  individual  instrument 
with  which  the  crime  was  perpetrated  is  traced  to  the  accused,  and 
goes  far  to  prove  his  guilt.  An  example  of  this  occurred  in  a  case 
of  burglary  in  England,  where  one-half  of  a  broken  kuife  lay  beside 
the  opened  window,  which  bore  marks  of  the  blade,  and  the  other 
half  precisely  fitting  it  was  found  on  the  prisoner's  person  (e).  In 
another  case  a  witness  swore  that  the  broken  piece  of  the  key  left 
in  the  forced  lock  was  part  of  one  which  recently  before  he  had 
made  for  the  prisoner  (/).  In  a  case  of  murder,  also,  the  wadding 
used  in  charging  the  gun  was  a  piece  of  paper  which  precisely 
fitted  another  piece  taken  from  the  prisoner's  pocket,  so  that  they 
formed  a  printed  ballad,  the  lines  of  w^hich  ran  across  the  tear  (gr). 
In  another  case  the  bruised  marks  on  the  face  of  the  assaulted  per- 
son corresponded  to  the  wards  of  a  large  key  belonging  to  the  pri- 
soner, with  which  the  blow  was  said  to  have  been  given.  Some- 
times the  prisoner  is  brought  to  the  scene  of  the  crime  by  his  shoes 
exactly  fitting  the  bloody  footprints  on  the  floor,  and  on  the  clay 
or  snow  outside,  the  identification  being  complete  owing  to  peculiar 
marks,  e.g.,  a  patch  on  the  sole  put  on  with  nails  of  a  different  size. 
Of  the  same  nature  is  proof  that  the  threads  of  the  cut  web  found 
in  the  prisoner's  possession,  and  those  of  the  part  left  on  the  loom, 
correspond  exactly  when  examined  with  a  magnifying  glass. 

§  253.  In  cases  of  murder,  the  existence  of  recent  stains  of 
blood  on  the  prisoner's  clothes  is  not  of  much  weight  by  itself; 
because  injuries  which  draw  blood  happen  occasionally  to  every 
person,  and  the  occupations  of  some  people  expose  them  daily  to 
such  accidents,  or  to  stains  from  other  bloody  objects.  But  such 
marks  may  be  important  from  the  part  of  the  prisoner's  dress 
where  they  occur,  and  from  their  combination  with  other  circum- 
stances ;  as  in  a  trial  for  murder  where  there  were  marks  of  blood 
and  milk  on  the  knee  of  the  prisoner's  trousers,  and  milk  had  been 

(e)  1  Starkie,  662. — See  a  similar  case  mentioned  by  Chief- Justice  Shaw  in  Dr  Web- 
ster's trial,  separate  report,  p.  466.  (/)  Crowder,  1881,  1  Al.,  318. 

(ff)  R.  V.  Mountford,  1836,  1  Moo.  C.  0.,  441,  as  noticed  in  Wills,  97— Benth.  Jud. 
Kv.,  B.  v.,  ch.  15 — 3  Hans.  Pari.  Deb.,  p.  1740  (8d  Series),  where  Lord  Eldon  relates  a 
similar  case. 
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spilt  on  the  floor  where  the  body  lay  (A).  Another  physical  cir- 
cumstance of  a  criminating  nature,  and  which  occurs  in  daily 
practice,  is  possession  of  the  stolen  goods  shortly  after  the  theft. 
And  in  prosecution  for  coining,  the  prisoner's  possession  of  a  num- 
ber of  base  coins  of  the  same  manufacture  as  the  one  libelled  on, 
creates  a  high  probabihty  that  it  was  either  coined  or  uttered  by 

him. 

§  254.     Sometimes  evidence  of  this  character  bears  with  absolute 

certainty  an  inference  highly  important  to  the  cause; — as  where 
writing  of  a  certain  pretended  date  appears  on  paper  which  is 
proved  to  be  of  a  later  manufacture ;  where  the  bullet  with  which 
a  man  was  killed  is  too  large  to  fit  the  pistol  which  some  one  had 
placed  beside  him  to  make  believe  that  he  had  committed  sui- 
cide (t) ;  and  where  a  ragged  rusty  knife  covered  with  blood  is  in 
the  dead  man's  hand,  but  the  wound  is  smooth  as  if  cut  with  a 
razor.  So  the  inference  that  a  crime  had  been  committed  by  a 
certain  person  would  be  conclusive  if  it  were  proved  that  no  one 
else  was  near  the  scene  of  it  during  the  time  within  which  it  must 
have  been  perpetrated;  while  an  alibi  (which  is  seldom  satisfac- 
torily proved)  necessarily  infers  innocence.  In  the  trial  of  Cour- 
voisier  for  murdering  his  master.  Lord  William  Kussell,  certain 
marks  appeared  on  a  back  door  of  the  house,  as  if  indicating  that 
it  had  been  broken  open ;  but  they  did  not  show  sufiicient  force 
for  that  purpose  and  they  appeared  to  have  been  made  from  within, 
with  a  bent  poker  found  in  the  prisoner's  pantry.  The  only  ways 
by  which  the  house  could  be  approached  by  the  back,  were  over  a 
wall  covered  with  dust,  which  bore  no  marks  of  any  one  having 
been  upon  it,  or  over  some  tiling  which  was  so  old  and  frail  that  it 
would  not  have  borne  the  weight  of  any  person.  These  circum- 
stances proved  that  the  appearances  of  burglary  were  fabricated; 
and  they  were  strong  circumstances  against  the  prisoner  (y). 

§  255.  But  highly  important  as  evidence  of  this  nature  is,  con- 
siderable caution  is  required  in  estimating  it.  The  conclusiveness 
of  the  inference  up  to  a  certain  point  tends  to  make  us  overlook 
the  want  of  a  sufficiently  strong  connection  between  that  inference 
and  the  fact  in  issue. — ^A  striking  instance  of  this  occurred  in  Eng- 
land in  the  trial  of  Isaac  Looker  for  sending  threatening  letters, 
where   the  evidence  of  handwriting  was  contradictory,  but  the 

(i&)  Scanlans,  High  Court  of  Justiciary,  "Edinburgh  Courant"  Newspaper,  15th 
Jane  1852. — See  also  Richardson's  caso,  noted  infra,  §  285.  (t)  A  case  of  tliis 

kiod  happened  at  Liege  in  1764 ;  8  Paris  and  Fonblanque  Med.  Jur.,  84,  89. 

(/)  B.  V.  Courvoiser,  1840,  Wills  on  Circ.  Ev.,  241. 
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paper  on  which  the  letter  was  written,  and  that  of  two  other  similar 
letters,  and  of  a  scrap  of  paper  found  in  the  prisoner's  bureau  cor- 
responded exactly,  their  ragged  edges  fitting,  and  the  water-mark 
of  the  maker's  name,  which  had  been  in  three  parts,  being  complete 
when  the  pieces  were  placed  together.  On  this  proof  the  jury  con- 
victed the  prisoner;  and  he  was  sentenced  to  transportation.  The 
judge  and  jury  having  retired  for  a  few  minutes,  the  prisoner's 
son,  a  youth  of  about  eighteen  years  of  age,  was  brought  up  by  the 
prisoner's  attorney,  and  confessed  the  crime.  He  then  wrote  from 
memory  the  contents  of  the  letter,  which  on  comparison  left  almost 
no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  his  statement,  as  it  only  difiered  a  little 
from  the  very  words  of  the  original,  and  contained  the  same  mis- 
takes in  spelling.  The  proof  was  completed  by  his  making  an 
exact  duplicate  of  the  document,  on  being  requested  to  copy  it  in 
Court.  Two  days  afterwards  he  was  tried  and  convicted.  It  ap- 
peared that  he  had  access  to  his  father's  bureau,  which  was  com- 
monly left  open.  On  this  case  Mr  Wills  justly  remarks  that,  con- 
sidering that  any  one  had  access  to  the  father's  repository,  the 
weight  of  the  circumstance  on  which  he  was  found  guilty  was  over- 
rated (i).  The  case  of  the  pistol  already  referred  to  illustrates  the 
same  risk  of  error;  for  had  the  bullet  fitted,  the  conclusion  would 
have  been  drawn  that  the  party  had  killed  himself,  unless  there 
had  been  very  strong  circumstances  of  an  opposite  tendency.  On 
this  point  it  may  be  noticed  that  the  water-mark  of  the  year  on 
paper  is  not  to  be  relied  upon;  for  it  has  repeatedly  been  proved 
that  manufacturers  issue  paper  marked  of  a  date  some  months  in 
advance,  and  sometimes  use  moulds  of  a  yery  different  date  from 
the  true  one  (I).  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  dates  afiixed  to 
books;  for  example,  Mr  Napier's  recent  work  on  the  law  of  pre- 
scription bears  on  the  title  page  the  year  1854,  whereas  it  consists 
of  two  parts,  the  first  of  which  was  published  fourteen  years  before, 
and  the  second  in  the  beginning  of  November  1853. 

§  256.  Circumstantial  evidence  of  a  physical  character  may 
also  bo  fabricated ;  and  the  more  simple  the  facts  which  infer  the 
conclusion,  the  easier  is  the  forgery  (m).  In  this  way  Jacob  was  de- 
ceived into  believing  that  Joseph  had  been  killed;  and  the  theft  of 
Joseph's  cup  appeared  to  be  brought  home  to  Benjamin.  So  the 
circumstance  of  prints  from  the  prisoner's  shoes  being  found  on  the 


(*)  Wills'  Circ.  Evid.,  141— R.  v.  Looker,  Annual  Reg.,  1831,  p.  9. 
(0  See  Rodger  v.  Kay,  1884,  12  S.,  317— Miller  t;.  Fraser,  1826,  4  S.,  561— Wills, 
29,  114.  (m)  A  Btriking  instance  of  this  is  noted  tn/ra,  }  288. 


§  257.  CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE.  189 

scene  may  be  delusive,  owing  to  the  real  culprit  having  worn 
another  person's  shoes  in  order  to  divert  suspicion  from  himself. 
This  might  easily  happen  wHere  the  true  criminal  is  one  of  a  num- 
ber of  men  who  lived  together  in  a  bothy  or  lodging  house,  so  that 
he  could  probably  find  some  fellow-lodger's  shoes  which  would  fit 
him.  Two  known  instances  have  occurred  in  England  (and  there 
have  probably  been  many  more)  (w),  in  which  the  real  thief  when 
pursued  passed  the  stolen  property  to  a  stranger,  who  was  there- 
upon erroneously  convicted  of  the  crime.  The  one  was  a  case  of 
horse  stealing,  for  which  the  supposed  thief  was  executed,  and 
which  the  real  culprit  afterwards  confessed  (o).  In  the  other  (a 
case  of  cattle  stealing)  the  innocent  party  was  sentenced  to  trans- 
portation for  life,  but  was  pardoned  in  consequence  of  a  representa- 
tion of  the  circumstances.  On  being  apprehended  he  had  assumed 
a  false  name  to  conceal  his  situation  from  his  friends  (p).  The 
possession  may  also  have  been  the  work  of  animals  of  secretive 
habits.  In  a  French  case  a  man  was  convicted  of  stealAg  several 
gold  pieces;  which  had  been  found  in  his  trunk.  After  his  execu- 
tion the  real  culprit  was  found  to  be  a  magpie,  which  had  secreted 
the  pieces  there  without  his  knowledge,  by  dropping  them  through 
a  small  hole  in  the  lid  (q), 

§  257.  A  striking  instance  of  fabricated  circumstantial  evidence 
occurred  in  a  trial  for  manslaughter  in  England,  where  a  witness 
swore  that  the  prisoner  committed  the  deed  with  heavy  blows  from 
a  bludgeon.  On  cross-examination  he  was  requested  by  the  pri- 
soner's coimsel  to  show  with  what  amount  of  violence  the  blows 
had  been  given,  when  the  stick  flew  into  pieces  on  his  striking  it 
on  the  table.  The  consequence  was  a  verdict  of  acquittal.  But 
the  secret  history  of  the  case  was,  that  the  weapon  had  been  bor- 
rowed by  the  prisoner's  attorney,  and  had  been  roasted  in  an  oven. 
The  error  into  which  the  prosecutor  fell  was  aUowing  the  risk  of 
such  a  contingency,  and  failing  to  trace  the  history  of  the  weapon. 
On  account  of  such  risks  of  tampering,  the  dishes,  portions  of  the 
intestines,  &c.,  which  are  supposed  to  contain  traces  of  poison, 
diould  always  be  sealed  up  with  great  care,  and  put  into  a  place  of 
eecurity,  and  before  any  experiments  upon  them  begin,  the  seals 
should  be  carefully  examined  to  show  that  they  are  entire. ' 

(s)  The  author  may  be  permitted  to  express  the  opinion,  that  juries  are  apt  to  infer 
gidit  of  theft  from  recent  possession,  without  sufficiently  corroborating  circumstances. 

(o)  Sir  M.  Hale,  Pleas  of  the  Grown,  vol.  ii,  ch.  89,  (p)  R.  v.  GiU,  Annual 

Beg.,  1827,  Wills  on  Glrcnmstautial  Evid.,  66.  (g)  Case  mentioned  in  Benth. 

£t.,  B.  r,  ch.  8,  {  5,  and  in  Dumont's  edition  of  ib.,  p.  148. 
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§  258.  The  object  of  these  remarks  is  not  to  jca^t  discredit  on 
this  branch  of  circumstantial  proof,  but  to  show  its  true  value,  and 
the  propriety  of  suspending  any  judgment  suggested  by  the  circum- 
stance when  it  stands  alone.  This  is  peculiarly  the  case  where  the 
circumstance  is  of  a  criminatory  character.  No  doubt  the  bare 
possibility  of  the  evidence  having  been  fabricated  by  some  person 
is  not  sufficient ;  yet  if  the  prisoner's  previous  character,  the  state- 
ment he  makes  when  apprehended,  the  opportunity  for  fabrication, 
and  other  circumstances,  coincide  with  the  idea  of  his  innocence, 
he  ought  to  be  acquitted ;  while  corroborating  circumstances  of  an 
opposite  tendency  ought  to  lead  to  his  conviction.  It  sometimes 
happens  that  the  most  anxious  care  in  judge  and  jury  does  not  re- 
sult in  a  true  verdict.  But  such  errors  are  not  confined  to  cases  of 
circumstantial  evidence.  They  are  incident  to  all  human  judg- 
ments :  and  the  only  rule  that  can  be  given  in  such  cases  is,  that 
wherever  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  conclusiveness  of  the 
proof,  the'  verdict  should  be  on  the  side  of  mercy. 

§  259.  II. — Circumstantial  proofs  of  the  second  class,  namely, 
those  relating  to  man  and  the  lower  animals  in  their  character  of 
living  beings,  are  often  important.  For  example,  in  every  charge 
of  a  crime  requiring  violence  it  must  be  shown  that  the  accused 
had  sufficient  strength  to  commit  it.  This  is  peculiarly  necessary 
in  those  trials  for  rape  where  it  is  alleged  that  connection  was  ob- 
tained by  force,  as  eminent  medical  jurists  are  of  opinion  that  a 
healthy  grown  woman  cannot  be  ravished  by  a  man  of  ordinary 
strength,  unless  she  has  been  stunned  or  terrified  into  submission. 
Many  cases  of  supposed  alibi  (apart  from  mistakes  as  to  identifica- 
tion and  time),  resolve  into  the  question  whether  the  prisoner,  by 
running,  riding,  or  travelhng  in  some  other  way,  could  have  been 
in  both  places  within  the  time  sworn  to.  Dick  Turpin's  famous 
ride  illustrates  this  kind  of  inquiry  (r). 

§  260.  Again,  in  trials  for  murder,  the  direction  of  the  cut  or 
stab  is  often  important ;  as  where  it  had  evidently  been  given  by  a 
left-handed  person,  and  the  accused  has  that  peculiarity  («).  In 
one  case  the  mark  of  a  bloody  left  hand  on  the  left  arm  of  one 
found  dead,  showed  that  some  other  person  had  been  on  the  spot 
either  at  the  time  of  the  murder  or  shortly  afterwards.  The  de- 
ceased had  been  found  in  bed  with  her  throat  cut ;  matters  being 
arranged  to  indicate  that  she  had  destroyed  herself.  She  had  been 
murdered  by  persons  who  occupied  the  room  adjoining,  and  forming 

(r)  See  also  the  cases  noted  infra,  I  286,  290.  (s)  Richardsonf  1786,  Bur- 

nett, 624,  infra,  §  286. 
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the  only  access  to  her  apartment  {t).  A  remarkable  case  of  this 
kind  occurred  where  the  body  of  a  gentleman  was  found  lying  in 
a  ditch  near  London,  pierced  completely  through  with  his  own 
sword ;  his  gloves  and  some  other  things  having  been  laid  on  a 
bank,  to  induce  the  belief  that  he  had  committed  suicide.  But 
there  was  no  blood  about  the  place,  and  none  followed  on  drawing 
out  the  sword.  The  body  was  discoloured  and  bruised ;  and  the 
neck  was  so  flexible  that  the  chin  could  be  turned  from  one  shoulder 
to  the  other.     The  man  had  been  strangled  (u), 

§  261.  Questions  of  succession,  parentage,  and  the  like,  some- 
times depend  on  inferences  from  the  course  of  nature  in  the  animal 
kingdom.  In  the  Douglas  cause  (v),  for  example,  the  strong  like- 
ness between  the  children  and  Sir  John  and  Lady  Stewart  was 
dwelt  upon  by  Lord  Mansfield  as  an  important  fact  in  favour  of  the 
relationship ;  while  Lord  Camden  noticed  that  the  children  ;were 
unlike  the  persons  from  whom  it  was  averred  they  had  been  bought. 
Strong  evidence  of  this  kind  was  adduced  in  a  criminal  trial  in  a 
Circuit  Court  for  child-murder,  where  the  coincidence  of  the  child 
having  six  toes,  and  of  some  members  of  the  prisoner's  family  hav- 
ing the  same  conformation,  went  far  to  prove  the  maternity  («?). 
So  in  an  action  of  paternity  brought  by  a  woman  of  a  white  race 
against  a  man  of  the  same  colour,  the  defender,  although  he  ad- 
mitted having  had  connexion  vnth  the  pursuer,  was  assoilzied,  be- 
cause the  child  was  a  mulatto  (x). 

§  262.  Cases  of  personal  identity  depend  on  a  similar  inference 
from  the  ordinary  course  of  nature.  But,  while  an  accurate  ob- 
server or  an  intimate  acquaintance  can  almost  always  distinguish 
one  person  from  another,  remarkable  cases  of  mistaken  identity 
have  occurred,  in  which  individuals  have  been  found  to  resemble 
each  other  much  more  closely  than  those  who  have  not  studied 
this  subject  would  suppose  (y).     In  such  cases  an  identification 

(0  R.  V.  Norkott  and  Okeman,  1629,  14  St.  Tr.,  1324.  (u)  1  Starkie,  672. 

(«)  Douglas  cause,  1769,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  144, 177— See  supra,  i  19. 

(»)  Laird,  1848,  Arkl.,  471.  (x)  Sindair  v.  M'Arthur,  12th  November  1812 

(not  TCp.),  Hume's  Sess.  Pap.,  Winter  1812-18,  vol.  i,  No.  5,  and  noted  in  2  Eraser,  8. 

(jr)  Many  instances  of  mistaken  identity  might  be  given.  The  following  will  suffice 
Cor  illiistration : — ^The  personal  resemblance  between  Page,  a  notorious  highwayman, 
lad  Mr  Frank  Donglas,  a  man  of  fashion,  was  so  strong,  that  one  of  some  persons 
ioi>bed  swore  positively  that  Mr  Donglas  was  the  man  who  committed  the  offence.  Mr 
Bovglas  narrowly  escaped  conviction,  and  the  mystery  was  afterwards  explained  on  the 
afipefaeiiiion  of  Page. — (Paris'  Med.  Jurisp.,  vol.  i,  p.  222,  and  vol.  iii,  p.  148 ;  Gentle- 
Bia&*8  Magazine,  vols.  27  and  28 ;  Beck's  Med.  Jnrisp.,  408.)  Baron  Rolfe,  in  summing 
up  Uie  evidence  in  Rush's  case  (Separ.  Rep.,  p.  88),  stated  that  he  remembered  an  in- 
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from  moles,  naevi  matemt,  cicatrices,  and  other  peculiar  marks,  is 
of  the  greatest  importance;  for  although  persons  are  sometimes 


stance  of  a  man  haying  been  hanged  on  a  mistaken  identification.  In  1797  two  men 
were  convicted  and  hanged  for  the  murder  of  Mr  Syder  Fryer,  a  lady  who  was  in  com- 
pany with  the  deceased  at  the  time  of  the  murder  having  positively  sworn  to  the  iden- 
tity. Several  years  afterwards  the  murder  was  confessed  by  two  men  who  were  on  the 
scaffold  for  other  crimes. — (R.  v.  Clinch  and  Macklay,  8  Paris  and  Fonblanque,  144 ; 
Wills  on  Circ.  Evid.,  91.)  A  man  identified  as  having  committed  a  robbery  proved  an 
alibi  from  the  Court  books,  which  showed  that  at  the  very  time  of  the  offence  he  was  on 
his  trial  for  a  similar  crime,  where  he  had  also  been  mistaken  for  the  real  offender ;  case 
of  Male,  quoted  (but  with  a  wrong  citation)  in  Benth.  Ev.,  B.  v,  ch.  15,  ^  4,  note.  A 
person  on  whom  a  highway  robbery  had  been  committed  swore  positively  that  the 
prisoner  committed  the  act.  He  was  ordered  out  of  Court,  and  in  the  interval  another 
man,  who  awaited  his  trial  on  a  capital  charge,  was  placed  beside  the  prisoner.  The 
witness  was  then  brought  back,  and  solemnly  charged  to  be  careful  as  to  his  answer; 
when  on  looking  at  the  dock,  and  seeing  two  persons  so  much  alike,  he  became 
speechless  and  petrified  with  astonishment,  and  declined  answering.  The  other  man 
was  tried  and  executed  for  a  different  crime,  and,  a  few  hours  before  his  execution,  he 
acknowledged  that  he  had  committed  the  robbery  in  question. — (8  Paris  and  Fon- 
blanque, 148.)  A  most  remarkable  case  on  this  head  occurred  before  the  Parliament 
of  Toulouse  in  1560.  Martin  Guerre  had  been  absent  from  his  home  for  the  space 
of  eight  years.  An  adventurer  named  Amauld  Du  Tilh,  who  resembled  him,  formed 
the  design  of  taking  his  place,  and  actually  succeeded  so  far  as  to  be  received  by  the 
wife  of  Martin  as  her  husband,  and  to  take  possession  of  his  property.  Children  were 
bom  to  this  union,  and  he  lived  three  years  in  the  family  with  four  sisters  and  two 
brothers-in-law  of  Martin,  without  their  suspecting  his  identity.  It  became,  however, 
a  subject  of  dispute.  Several  hundred  witnesses  were  examined,  and  of  these  thirty  or 
forty  swore  he  was  the  real  Martin  Guerre ;  nearly  the  same  number  declared  that  he 
was  Amauld  Du  Tilh ;  while  others  deposed  that  the  resemblance  between  the  two  men 
was  so  great  that  they  could  not  decide  whether  the  prisoner  was  an  impostor  or  not 
The  perplexity  of  the  judges  on  this  occasion  was  very  great ;  but  in  spite  of  many 
things  that  weakened  his  cause,  they  were  on  the  point  of  deciding  in  favour  of  Amauld, 
when  the  arrival  of  the  tme  Martin  developed  the  deceit.  Even  when  confronted,  the 
effrontery  of  Du  Tilh  was  such  as  to  lead  many  to  doubt,  until  the  brother  and  sisters 
of  the  absent  person  fully  recognised  him ;  Causes  Celebres  de  Pitaval,  vol.  i,  p.  1. 
The  case  is  mentioned  by  Foder6  (Med.  Jur.,  vol.  i,  ch.  2),  and  Beck  (Med.  Jurisp., 
405).  Several  other  instances  of  mistakes  in  identity  will  be  found  in  the  books  on 
Medical  Jurispradence,  and  in  the  Cyclopedia  of  Practical  Medicine,  art.  IdeatUy,  From 
these  instances  it  is  evident  that  great  caution  is  necessary  in  questions  of  identification ; 
especially  when  the  witness  is  not  familiar  with  the  appearance  of  the  person  he  sweazs 
to.  As  Baron  Rolfe  remarked  in  his  charge  in  Rush's  case  (1849,  Sep.  Rep.,  88), 
"  There  is  no  sort  of  evidence  that  ought  to  be  more  cautiously  received,  or  that  is  more 
often  proved  unfounded,  than  the  identification  of  a  person,  where  tJiat  person  is  a 
stranger."  In  criminal  cases  especially,  a  conviction  should  never  be  rested  on  such 
evidence  without  corroboration.  Witnesses  have  sometimes  sworn  confidentiy  to  identi* 
fication,  where  they  had  only  seen  the  person  in  the  light  caused  by  the  flash  of  a 
pistol.  M.  Gineau,  Professor  of  Experimental  Physics  in  the  Imperial  College  of  France, 
exposed  the  untiruBtworthiness  of  such  proof  by  firing  several  primings  of  pistols  in  a 
dark  room.    Tlie  light  produced  was  strong  but  fuliginous,  and  so  rapidly  extinguished 
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found  who  bear  a  strong  personal  resemblance,  a  farther  coincidence 
in  regard  to  such  marks  is  in  the  highest  degree  improbable.  In 
the  trials  of  the  Mannings  (z)  and  Dr  Webster  the  identification  of 
the  murdered  persons  was  completed  by  the  evidence  of  the  dentists 
who  had  made  their  false  teeth. 

§  263.  Important  circumstantial  proof  may  be  derived  from 
personal  habits.  A  detective  officer,  by  pitching  a  nut  into  the 
lap  of  a  person  in  woman's  clothes,  discovered  the  disguise,  as  the 
man  brought  his  knees  together  instead  of  spreading  out  the  dress 
to  catch  the  nut,  as  a  woman  would  have  done.  Pliny  (a)  men- 
tions an  instance  of  two  slave  boys  who  resembled  each  other 
closely  being  sold  as  twins ;  but  the  imposture  was  discovered  from 
the  one  speaking  a  language  of  Asia,  the  other  that  of  Transalpine 
GauL  The  same  kind  of  evidence  was  used  by  a  local  judge  in 
this  country  a  few  years  ago,  in  a  summary  trial  for  stealing 
pigeons,  which  the  cidprits  declared  they  had  reared.  The  sheriflf 
had  the  birds  taken  to  a  rising  ground  where  they  were  allowed  to 
escape.  They  immediately  flew  directly  to  the  dovecot  from  which 
they  had  been  stolen. 

§  264.  The  phenomena  ivhich  indicate  parturition  (6),  puberty, 
death  (c),  and  survivorship  (d),  and  indeed  most  matters  falling 
imder  this  class  of  circumstantial  proofs,  belong  to  the  science  of 
medical  jurisprudence.  They  are  so  fuUy  treated  by  the  writers 
on  that  subject  as  not  to  require  any  detailed  notice  here.  One 
striking  case  may  be  mentioned  (as  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  the 
reports),  where  the  suspicion  that  a  woman  had  been  poisoned 
arose  from  a  dog  having  died  suddenly,  after  licking  up  some  stuff 
thrown  out  of  a  vessel  into  which  she  had  vomited.  This  circum- 
stance led  to  an  investigation;  which  resulted  in  the  trial,  con- 
rietion,  and  execution  of  her  husband  for  murdering  her  by  ar- 
senic (e). 

§  265.    III. — ^As  the  state  of  mind  in  every  sane  man  must 

th&tit  was  impoesible  to  identify  the  person  firing.  (Ganses  Gelebres  par  Mejan,  vol. 
nr,  p.  329 ;  Beck,  Med.  Jnrisp.,  407.)  Of  as  little  value  is  identification  by  one  whose 
Acuities  are  obscured  by  age  or  disease.  Jacob  easily  cheated  Isaac  into  blessing  him 
iutead  of  Esau.  In  may  be  added,  that  the  means  of  identification  may  be  destroyed 
hj  many  causes — as  age,  disease,  distress.  This  subject  is  noticed  by  Beck,  Foder6,  and 
€&er  wziters  on  Medical  Jurisprudence. 

(z)  Infra,  I  283.  (a)  Pliny,  Hist.  Natur.,  lib.  vii,  ch.  12.    Several  cases  of 

Bostaken  identity  are  collected  by  this  author.  (b)  See  this  subject  partly 

*otieed  m/Wi,  in  treating  of  the  presumption  pater  est  quern  nuptiae  demonstrant, 

(e)  See  infira^  chapter  on  the  presumption  of  life.  {d)  See  infra,  ib. 

{«)  Bennison,  High  Court  of  Justiciary,  «*  Edinburgh  Courant,"  27th  July  1850. 

VOL.  1.  N 
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coincide  with  his  conscious  acts,  circumstances  indicating  mental 
phenomena  (being  the  third  cleiss  of  circumstantial  proofs)  are 
often  of  great  importance.  This  is  especially  true  in  most  criminal 
causes,  where  the  illegal  intention  and  motive  is  of  the  essence  of 
the  charge.  Convincing  evidence  may  also  be  derived  from  the 
manifestations  of  natural  affection  either  in  man  or  in  the  lower 
animals.  When  Solomon  decided  between  the  two  mothers,  he 
showed  how  simple  and  conclusive  such  proof  might  be.  So  in  a 
question  of  dog-stealing,  the  animal's  recognition  of  his  master 
would  be  the  best  of  all  evidence.  Mr  Alison  mentions  a  trial  for 
theft  by  housebreaking,  where  the  fact  that  a  fierce  watch-dog  on 
the  premises  had  not  barked  on  the  night  when  the  house  was  en- 
tered, contributed  to  fix  the  crime  upon  one  who  had  been  a  ser- 
vant in  the  house,  and  was  familiar  with  the  animal  (/).  Almost 
as  strong  evidence  sometimes  flows  from  the  second  nature  which 
habit  forms;  as  in  the  case  of  deserters,  who  have  been  detected  by 
their  mechanical  obedience  to  the  sudden  word  of  command. 

But  the  circumstantial  evidence  of  this  nature  adduced  in  Courts 
of  law  is  seldom  so  simple  or  so  satisfactory;  and  therefore  it  re- 
quires a  more  detailed  examination. 

§  266.  Commencing  with  evidence  of  motive,  we  observe  that 
the  commission  of  some  crimes  would  gratify  the  passions  of  any 
man  as  well  as  of  the  accused.  But  many  crimes  can  gratify  only 
a  few,  perhaps  only  one  man;  and  they  are  inexplicable  without 
supposing  the  existence  of  a  motive  incident  to  the  circumstances 
and  character  of  some  individual.  Accordingly,  while  proof  of  a 
special  motive  is  unnecessary  and  generally  impossible  in  trials  for 
theft,  robbery,  and  rape,  it  is  almost  indispensable  in  trials  for  mur- 
der, wilful  fireraising,  perjury,  and  the  Uke ;  for  without  it  the  con- 
duct of  the  supposed  criminal  would  want  the  coherence  of  a  sane 
man's  actions  (g).  No  doubt  there  are  cases  where  we  are  forced 
to  believe  that  the  prisoner  is  guilty,  although  we  cannot  discover 
or  conceive  any  motive  for  his  act.  But  such  cases,  which  seldom 
occur  in  practice,  leave  room  for  a  defence  of  insanity. 

§  267.  Sometimes  proof  of  one  crime  shows  the  motive  to  an- 
other.    This  has  frequently  occurred  in  compound  charges  of  theft 

(/)  Young,  1828, 1  AI.,  828.  (g)  But  a  special  motive  is  sometimes  proved 

in  cases  of  the  first  class  in  theft  of  a  key  or  of  a  box  of  little  value,  where  the  object  is 
to  obtain  jewels,  or  a  forged  deed  which  the  fabricator  wishes  to  destroy.  A  remarkable 
case  on  this  head  occurred  in  the  trial  of  Fraser,  1847,  Arkley,  829,  where  the  prisoner, 
in  order  to  revenge  himself  on  a  certain  man,  had  personified  him  one  night,  and  in 
that  character  had  connection  with  the  man's  wife.    The  prisoner  was  convicted. 
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or  robbery  and  murder  (h).  In  the  trial  of  Leith  for  murdering  his 
wife,  and  in  several  other  cases,  the  prisoner's  motive  was  to  marry 
a  woman  with  whom  he  had  been  carrying  on  an  adulterous  inter- 
course. The  thirty  murders  of  Burke  and  Hare  were  perpetrated 
in  order  to  sell  the  bodies  of  their  victims  to  Dr  Knox.  Murder 
has  also  sometimes  been  coiomitted  to  get  rid  of  a  civil  debt,  as  in 
the  cases  of  Eush  and  Dr  Webster.  And  the  most  common  motive 
in  crimes  of  wilful  fireraising  is  to  recover  the  sum  insured  (i). 

§  268.  But  while  evidence  of  motive  will  give  harmony  and 
conclusiveness  to  a  full  circumstantial  proof,  it  should  be  received 
with  caution.  The  probability  as  to  which  one  of  a  number  of 
persons  committed  a  certain  crime,  depends  far  less  on  the  compaja- 
tive  advantages  it  would  bring  to  each  of  them,  than  on  their  indi- 
vidual characters  and  circumstances.  A  murder  which  some  men 
would  commit  for  a  florin,  or  to  gratify  national  hate,  has  probably 
never  for  a  moment  entered  the  mind  of  the  heir  to  whom  it  would 
bring  a  dukedom. 

§  269.  Evidence  that  the  motive  has  produced  purpose  or  in- 
tention is  much  more  important,  but  must  also  be  examined  with 
care.  Mere  threats  often  spring  from  temporary  irritation  without 
deep-rooted  hostility.  Tliey  indicate  a  rash  and  unguarded,  rather 
than  a  determinedly  malignant,  character;  and  the  very  utterance 
of  them,  as  every  one  well  kijows,  tends  to  defeat  their  execution. 
The  man  who  has  resolved  on  a  crime,  is  more  apt  to  keep  his  pur- 
pose to  himself,  or  to  confide  it  to  an  associate  under  the  seal  of 
secrecy.  Even  the  most  wary,  however,  sometimes  let  their  wicked 
purposes  peep  out  accidently  in  the  freedom  of  companionship,  or 
the  weakness  of  drunken  confidence.  When  such  unguarded  hints, 
dark,  and  apparently  unmeaning  at  the  time,  coincide  with  the 
subsequent  tokens  of  guilt,  they  are  strong  cords  in  the  net  of  crim- 
inating evidence. 

§  270.  The  strongest  proof  of  intention  is  preparation  of  the 
means  for  committing  the  crime.  This,  if  done  secretly,  if  the 
means  would  not  suit  any  other  purpose  for  which  the  person  is 
Kkely  to  have  procured  them,  or  if  a  false  purpose  has  been  assigned 
for  them,  is  the  strongest  of  antecedent  circumstances.     It  shows 

(A)  Afi  in  Goar7oi86T*0  case— ca^e  of  the  Mannings,  infra,  2  286. 

(t)  In  the  trial  of  WiUiam  Smith,  12th  April  1S64,  for  the  murder  of  William 
U'Donald,  the  alleged  motive  was  to  recover  the  proceeds  of  policies  of  insurance 
opened  by  him  on  M'Donald's  life,  on  which  he  had  not  an  insurable  interest.  This 
part  of  the  case  was  proved,  along  with  other  circumstances  of  grave  suspicion.  The 
ehaige  was  found  not  proven. 
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not  only  deep-seated  intention,  but  execution  begun;  so  that  if  the 
crime  has  been  committed  with  the  instruments  thus  provided  by 
the  prisoner,  it  will  not  require  a  strong  proof  from  other  quarters 
to  convict  him.  Sometimes  the  murderer's  intention  appears  from 
his  having  thrown  out  false  statements  as  to  his  victim's  health, 
with  the  view  of  preparing  the  acquaintances  for  the  catastrophe. 
And  there  have  been  cases  where,  in  order  to  divert  suspicion  from 
himself,  one  ha^  simulated  kindness  towards  his  intended  victim. 

%  271.  As  opposed  to  evil  motive  and  intention,  is  the  previous 
good  character  of  the  accused,  and  his  kindness,  when  not  capricious 
or  simulated,  towards  the  person  injured.  Such  circumstances,  as 
they  make  guilt  improbable  a  priori^  are  entitled  to  weight  in  ex- 
culpation. Yet  it  is  a  trite  remark,  that  persons  of  unblemished 
reputation  have  committed  the  most  heinous  crimes;  and  that  evil 
impulses  and  fits  of  moral  aberration  are  found  more  or  less  in  all 
mankind.  Besides,  the  desire  of  preserving  character  and  status  is 
incident  to  the  possession  of  them ;  and  has  prompted  not  only  the 
most  extensive  forgeries  and  embezzlements,  but  even  murders  (it). 

§  272.  With  regard  to  all  indications  of  intention,  however,  it 
will  be  observed  that,  although  they  raise  an  a  priori  probability 
that  crime  may  be  committed,  and  are  most  important  when  the 
commission  of  a  crime  by  some  person  has  been  proved,  they  afford 
no  proof  of  the  crime  itself.  Such  evidence  ought  never  to  be  re- 
garded, unless  it  be  established  that  the  crime  to  which  the  inten- 
tion points  has  been  perpetrated.  It  is  also  true  that  the  means 
which  the  prisoner  used  for  a  certain  purpose  may  have  produced 
much  more  serious  results  than  he  designed;  as,  for  example,  where 
one  intending  only  to  hurt  another  gives  him  a  mortal  blow,  or  in- 
tending maliciously  to  burn  articles  vrithin  a  house  sets  it  on  fire, 
or  when  medicines  given  to  a  woman  without  her  knowledge  to 
procure  abortion  cause  death.  In  such  cases  it  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  acquitting  of  the  greater  crime  that  the  proved  intention 
corresponded  with  a  crime  less  aggravated;  for,  if  the  greater  of- 
fence was  the  natural  consequence  of  the  means  employed,  the 
"  reckless  and  corrupt  disregard  of  the  result  constitutes  the  dole 
or  malice,  the  depraved  and  wicked  purpose  "  which  the  law  holds 
to  be  essential  to  the  greater  crime  {I).  Accordingly  the  accused, 
in  order  to  escape  that  consequence,  must  show  not  only  that  his 
intention  was  to  commit  the  slighter  offence,  but  that  the  means 
which  he  employed  were  only  commensurate  with  such  an  intention. 

{k)  As  in  Richardson,  1786,  Burnett,  624,  infra — Dr  Webster's  case,  Sep.  report — 
Bush's  case,  Sep.  report.  (I)  1  Hume,  266,  et  teq. 
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§  273.  Some  jurists  have  considered  that  in  charges  of  the 
more  aggravated  crimes,  their  enormity  is  a  reason  for  convicting 
on  incomplete  proof,  under  the  old  pernicious  maxim,  in  atrocisstmis 
lemores  conjeciurae  sufficiunt  et  licet  jvdici  jura  transgredL  With 
more  reason  in  modem  times  the  same  circimistance  is  often  pleaded 
in  favour  of  the  accused.  Its  proper  bearing  is  well  stated  by  Mr 
Starkie  in  these  words :  "  When  any  doubt  exists  as  to  the  corpus 
delicti,  whether  any  crime  has  been  committed,  the  very  reverse  of 
the  above  maxim  is  true ;  the  more  atrocious  the  nature  of  the  crime 
is,  the  more  repugnant  it  is  to  the  common  feelings  of  human  na- 
ture, the  more  improbable  it  is  that  it  has  been  perpetrated  at  all. 
But  when  it  has  once  been  clearly  established  that  a  heinous  crime 
has  been  committed,  and  the  only  question  is  the  perpetrator,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  atrocity  of  the  crime  in  the  abstract  raises  no 
probability  either  for  or  against  the  accused,  although  under  parti- 
cular circumstances  it  may  be  a  matter  of  great  importance.  ThiU3 
on  a  charge  of  infanticide,  where  there  is  a  doubt  whether  the  child 
was  destroyed  by  design  or  by  accident  during  a  secret  delivery,  the 
very  atrocity  of  the  offence  raises  a  strong  degree  of  probability  in 
favour  of  the  latter  conclusion.  On  the  other  hand,  were  it  clear 
from  the  circumstance  under  which  a  body  was  found  that  the  party 
had  been  murdered,  then,  the  corpus  delicti  being  established,  the 
atrocity  of  the  offence  would  in  the  abstract  raise  no  probability 
either  in  favour  or  against  any  individual.  But  if,  in  the  particular 
instance,  the  question  were,  whether  the  son  of  the  deceased  or  a 
stranger  was  the  guilty  agent,  then  a  probability  from  the  particular 
circumstances  would  operate  in  favour  of  the  son"  (w). 

§  274.  Considerable  light  is  often  derived  from  the  correspon- 
dence or  antagonism  between  the  offence  and  the  character  or  habits 
of  the  accused ;  as  in  skilful  forgeries,  and  crimes  which  indicate 
daring  or  ingenuity,  or  which  required  acquaintance  with  the  pre- 
mises where  they  were  committed,  or  with  the  habits  of  the  person 
injured.  Passing  without  remark  from  circumstances  so  obvious,  a 
word  or  two  may  be  said  of  the  conduct  of  the  accused  person  after 
the  crime  htus  been  committed.  Fear  or  attempts  at  flight  on  the 
part  of  one  directly  charged  with  a  serious  crime  are  of  little  weight 
as  indications  of  guilt.  Chief-Justice  Shaw  has  well  observed,  in 
his  charge  to  the  jury  in  Dr  Webster's  trial  for  the  murder  of  Dr 
Parkman,  "  Such  are  the  various  temperaments  of  men,  and  so  rare 


(«•)  1  StaHrie,  569,  note.      See  also  Benth.  Ev.,  B.  v,  oh.  17— Wills  on  Cirr.  Kr., 
157. 
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the  occurrence  of  the  sudden  arrest  of  a  person  upon  the  charge  of 
a  crime  so  heinous,  that  who  of  us  can  say  how  an  innocent  or  a 
guilty  man  ought  or  would  be  likely  to  act  in  such  a  case  ?  or  that 
he  was  too  much  or  too  little  moved  for  an  innocent  man  ?  Have 
you  any  experience  that  an  innocent  man,  stunned  under  the  mere 
imputation  of  such  a  charge,  will  always  appear  calm  and  collects 
ed  ?  or  that  a  guilty  man,  who  by  knowledge  of  his  danger  might 
be  somewhat  braced  up  for  the  consequences,  would  always  appear 
agitated,  or  the  reverse  {n)  ?"  The  fearless  composure  of  Mrs  Man- 
ning (o)  on  her  apprehension  might  have  been  mistaken  for  the 
eflFect  of  conscious  innocence ;  as  the  flight  of  the  accused  in  another 
case  was  one  of  the  circumstances  which  led  to  his  conviction  and 
execution  for  a  murder  which  it  was  afterwards  proved  he  did  not 
commit  (p). 

§  276.  Fear,  however,  will  generally  indicate  guilt  when  it  is 
prompted  by  some  remark  immaterial  in  itself,  but  latently  con- 
nected with  the  circumstances  of  the  crime.  A  striking  instance 
of  this  occurred  in  a  case  where  a  marine  serving  on  board  a  ship 
was  apprehended  on  a  charge  of  a  murder  which  had  been  commit- 
ted four  years  previously.  Without  any  express  allusions  being 
made  to  the  crime,  he  was  asked  where  he  had  been  about  three 
years  before,  to  which  he  answered  that  he  had  been  employed  in 
London  as  a  day  labourer.  He  was  then  asked  where  he  had  been 
employed  that  time  four  years,  on  which  he  immediately  turned 
pale,  and  would  have  fainted  had  not  water  been  administered  to 
him.  That  so  striking  an  eflfect  should  have  followed  from  so 
simple  a  question,  when  the  one  preceding  it  produced  no  similar 
emotion,  showed  a  secret  cause  of  fear  pointed  to  the  date  of  the 
murder  (r). 

§  276.  In  the  same  way  falsehoods  or  equivocations  by  accused 
persons  may  be  important  when  the  facts  to  which  they  refer  are 
only  latently  connected  with  the  crime.  If  the  connection  is  ob- 
vious, such  circumstances  afford  little  or  no  indication  of  criminali- 
ty; for  a  man  must  have  both  candour  and  courage  to  make  admis- 
sions which  may  subject  him  to  the  vexation,  inconvenience,  and 
risk  of  a  criminal  prosecution. 

§  277.     Attempts  to  fabricate  and  suppress  evidence  ^nd  to 

(n)  Report  by  6.  Bemis,  p.  486.     See  this  point  fully  discussed  in  Benth.  Ev.,  B.  v, 
ch.  8,  et  aeg.  (o)  Infra,  §  ?86.  (p)  Coleman's  case,  1748,  Wills,  68,  71 : 

citing  1  Remarkable  Trials,  162, 172,  and  4  ib.,  344.  (r)  Wills,  69 ;  citing  6 

Celebrated  Trials,  19.    The  prisoner  was  tried  and  conyicted. 


§  278.  CIRCUMSTANTIAL  EVIDENCE.  199 

subborn  witnesses  are  much  more  forcible  indications  of  guilt  («) ; 
for  they  show  a  consciousness  that  the  undisguised  truth  is  not 
consistent  with  the  party's  innocence.  They  also  cause  the  rest 
of  his  evidence  to  be  justly  viewed  with  suspicion  and  distrust ; 
onmia  presumuntur  contra  spoUcUorem.  For  the  same  reason  at- 
tempts to  destroy  human  remains — ^as  in  the  cases  of  Dr  Webster 
and  the  Mannings  (t) — can  seldom  be  explained  on  any  hypothesis 
but  that  of  murder.  Yet  some  persons  are  so  habituated  to  cun- 
ning and  crooked  ways,  that  they  will  rather  call  in  the  aid  of 
falsehood,  than  leave  truth  and  a  righteous  cause  to  their  native 
strength.  Such  expedients,  w^hich  are  sometimes  resorted  to  by  a 
party's  advisers  or  officious  friends  without  his  knowledge,  are  as 
dangerous  as  they  are  reprehensible  (u). 

§  278.  The  general  nature  of  the  circumstances  which  compose 
this  kind  of  proofs  having  been  thus  indicated,  they  will  now  be 
considered  as  they  are  found  associated  in  practice. 

Circumstantial  evidence  may  produce  every  possible  degree  of 
conviction,  from  a  mere  turn  in  the  balance  of  probabilities  up  to 
moral  certitude.  It  often  embraces  facts  which,  viewed  indepen- 
dently, raise  slight  and  doubtful  inferences;  but  which,  when  united, 
compel  unhesitating  belief.  Indeed,  it  is  the  cumulative  force  of 
the  whole  circumstances,  their  mutual  interlacing  and  consistency, 
and  their  unison  in  pointing  to  the  same  result,  which  constitute 
the  characteristic  value  of  this  kind  of  evidence.  The  more  nu- 
merous, therefore,  the  circumstances  which  lead  to  the  same  con- 
clusion, and  the  wider  the  sphere  in  point  of  time,  and  space,  and 
persons  from  which  they  are  taken,  the  greater  their  united  force 
becomes;  as  the  more  rays  a  lens  can  collect  into  one  small  focus, 
the  greater  their  combined  intensity.  A  case  of  circumstantial 
proof  is  often  compared  to  a  chain, — but  not  correctly,  since  a 
chain  breaks  if  there  is  a  single  weak  link.      It  is  rather  like  a 

(f)  As  in  DoneUan's  case,  reported  by  Gnmey,  p.  64 — R.  Donnell's  case,  1817,  re- 
ported by  Eraser,  p.  171— Wills,  78,  et  tey.— Courvoisier*B  case,  1840,  narrated  by  Wills, 
241.  {t)  Infra,  §  286.    Some  cases  of  this  kind  are  mentioned  by  Wills,  77,  166. 

(tf)  See  Burnett,  682—1  Starkie,  664— Wills,  82.  In  the  Douglas  cause  the  fabrica- 
tioD  by  Sir  Jas.  Stewart  of  letters  from  La  Marre  the  surgeon  put  the  right  side  of  the 
cue  in  the  greatest  jeopardy ;  see  2  Evan^s  Pothier,  837.  And  in  a  trial  of  a  man  in 
England  for  murdering  his  niece,  one  of  the  leading  circumstances  which  led  to  his 
conviction  and  execution  was,  that  being  admonished  to  bring  her  forward  at  the  next 
9aazes,  he  produced  another  child,  and  the  fraud  was  detected.  The  truth  was,  that 
the  niece  had  fled  from  his  house  in  consequence  of  some  Beyere  correction  he  had  ad- 
mmifltered  to  her ;  Coke,  Third  Institutes,  cap.  104. 
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"rope  made  up  of  many  slender  filaments  twisted  together;  for  it 
has  strength  more  than  sufficient  to  bear  the  stress  laid  upon  it, 
though  no  one  of  the  filaments  of  which  it  is  composed  would  be 
sufficient  for  that  purpose"  (^)- 

§  279.  Again,  the  strength  of  such  a  proof  does  not  depend  on 
the  intrinsic  importance  of  the  component  circumstances,  or  on  the 
manifestness  of  the  connection  between  a  few  broad  facts  and  the 
result.  Paley  has  well  observed,  that  on  the  contrary,  broad,  ob- 
vious, and  explicit  agreements  prove  little,  for  they  are  easily  forged; 
whereas,  when  some  of  the  coincidences  are  minute,  circuitous,  or 
oblique,  their  very  indirectness  and  subtilty  gives  them  force,  be- 
cause they  are  farther  removed  from  the  risk  of  successful  fabrica- 
tion (y).  The  most  convincing  circumstantial  proofs  are  those  in 
which  minute  coincidences  are  united  and  interlaced  with  such  as 
are  obvious ;  the  one  set  excluding  risk  of  design,  the  other  rivet- 
ting  the  whole  proof  to  its  appropriate  inference. 

§  280.  Much  has  been  said  as  to  the  comparative  value  of  direct 
and  circumstantial  evidence.  That  in  the  abstract!  direct  evidence 
is  Superior  cannot  be  disputed,  for  it  involves  only  a  question  of 
belief,  in  w-hich  the  risk  of  misdecision  is  limited  to  falsehood  or 
error  in  the  witnesses ;  whereas  circumstantial  evidence  involves 
both  belief  and  judgment,  with  the  double  risk  of  falsehood  in  the 
witnesses  and  error  in  the  judge  or  jury.  On  the  other  hand,  cir- 
cumstantial proof  is  often  far  more  trustworthy  than  direct,  as  the 
two  occur  in  practice  ;  for  although  false  testimony  or  forged  writ^ 
ings  may  pass  undetected  when  they  are  limited  to  a  few  simple 
facts,  it  is  almost  impossible  to  fabricate  successfully  a  complete 
case  of  circumstantial  proof.  Accordingly,  direct  evidence  is  pre- 
ferable to  circumstantial  where  the  witnesses  can  be  implicitly  be- 
lieved ;  whereas  circumstantial  evidence  has  the  superiority  in  be- 
ing more  free  from  attempts  at  fabrication,  and  almost  entirely  be- 
yond the  risk  of  undetected  concoction  (z).  Juries  have  often 
drawn  this  distinction  by  convicting  on  circumstantial  evidence  in 
the  face  of  a  direct  proof  of  aUbi  sworn  to  by  the  prisoner's  friends. 
No  doubt  circumstantial  evidence  has  sometimes  produced  erroneous 
verdicts,  followed  by  the  extreme  penalty  of  the  law.     But  this 

(x)  Reid  on  the  Intellectual  Powers,  Essay  vii,  ch.  8  (of  Probable  Reasoning).     See 
infra,  g  291,  (4),  as  to  circumstantial  proof  resembling  a  chain.  (y)  Horae 

Paulinae,  ch.  1. — See  also  Whately's  Rhetoric,  part  i,  ch.  2,  ?  4.  This  is  strikingly  il- 
lustrated by  the  case  noted  infra,  §  288.  (z)  On  the  comparative  value  of  direct 
and  circumstantial  proof,  see  Benth.  Jud.  Ev.,  B.  v,  ch.  16,  J  4  (vol.  iii,  p.  248,  e^  «eg.) 
—2  Hume,  886— Burnett,  628— Tait,  440— Bell's  Law  Diet.,  voce  "  Circumstantial  Evi- 
dence "—Wills,  26,  et  seq. 
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may  also  be  said  of  the  least  objectionable  of  all  evidence,  the  deli- 
I    berate  and  clearly  proved  confession  of  the  accused  (a);  and  there 
I    is  good  ground  for  believing,  with  the  writer  of  an  able  and  in- 
j    teresting  treatise  on  this  subject  (6),  that  more  mistaken  sentences 
have  followed  upon  false  and  mistaken  direct  testimony  than  upon 
[    erroneous  inferences  drawn  from  circumstantial  evidence. 
I        §  281.    With  regard  to  the  sufficiency  of  circumstantial  proofs, 
i    there  is  manifestly  a  great  difference  between  civil  and  criminal 
causes.    In  most  civil  trials,  unless  delict  is  involved,  the  compet- 
'    ing  parties  are  on  an  equal  footing,  and  he  ought  to  win  who  has 
the  preponderance,  however  slight,  of  probabilities  in  his  favour  (c). 
But  in  criminal  cases  the  verdict  ought  always  to  be  on  the  side  of 
mercy,  unless  the  jury  are  perfectly  satisfied  of  the  prisoner's  guilt. 
'    It  is  not  enough  that  his  guilt  be  a  rational  and  probable  inference, 
as  weU  as  the  most  probable  of  several  inferences,  from  the  circum- 
stances.    It  must  also  be  the  only  rational  hypothesis  which  they 
:    will  bear  (rf).     The  evidence  must  be  so  "  clear,  satisfactory,  and 
conclusive,  as  to  leave  no  rational  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury 
I    that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  "  (e).    "  What,  then,  is  reasonable  doubt  ? 

(a)  Cases  noted  in  Wills,  63,  et  seq. — Taylor,  580, 1. — See  the  chapters  on  confessions, 
;    w/5w.  (6)  Wills,  246.  (c)  Even  among  purely  civil  cases  there  is  a  dif- 

j    ferenoe  in  the  comparative  sufficiency  of  circumstantial  proofs.      Lord  Stair  observes 
I    (4,  45,  9),  *'  Every  probability  is  not  probative,  nor  deserves  the  name  of  presumption, 
I    and  frequently  many  presumptions  do  concur  to  make  up  that  probation ;  and  there 
!    zoaj  be  many  opposite  probabilities  from  different  consequences  and  coDsiderations,  so 
tliat  if  tiie  prevalence  be  not  great  it  will  not  infer  against  a  possessor  the  loss  of  his 
poneadon,  much  less  against  a  proprietor  the  loss  of  his  property ;  nor  will  it  infer  an 
oUigation  against  a  party  that  is  otherwise  free.    But  if  the  question  be  about  attain- 
ing the  possession  of  that  which  neither  party  possesses,  but  craves  to  recover  as  their 
prior  possession,  or  if  the  point  of  right  be  dubious,  the  prevalence  of  the  presumptions, 
Uumgh  fax  less  than  in  the  former  cases,  may  infer  sufficient  probation." 

{d)  In  this  way,  as  Mr  Starkie  observes  (vol.  i,  p.  560,  note),  circumstantial  proof  is 
Uttiogoua  to  the  redueiio  ad  abswdum  in  geometry,  the  truth  of  .the  proposition  being 
fttULined  in  each  by  disproving  every  other  hypothesis ;  in  the  one  to  an  absolute  and 
luthematical,  in  the  other  to  a  moral  certainty.  In  the  geometrical  proof,  however, 
every  possible  hypothesis  (and  there  are  generally  only  two)  may  be  known,  whereas  in 
the  drcnmstantial  proof  the  known  hypothesis  are  much  motd  numerous,  and  it  is  pos* 
nble  that  some  existing  hypothesis  has  escaped  observation.  (e)  Charge  of 

I^  Jnstice-Glerk  Boyle  in  Hunter  and  Others  (Glasgow  Cotton  Spinners'  case),  1838; 
Swinton's  Beport,  367.  See  alse  Lord  Meadowbank's  charge  in  the  trial  of  Humphreys, 
»We  his  Lordship  observed  (Swinton's  Report,  p.  858),  "  Should  you  doubt  of  the  evi- 
^enee  being  sufficient  to  bring  the  charges  home  to  the  prisoner,  you  have  to  give  him 
the  foil  benefit  of  that  doubt.  But  to  entitle  you  to  do  so,  these  doubts  must  be  well 
eoosidered,  and  the  circumstances  on  which  they  are  founded  deliberately  weighed.  To 
tebts  which  are  not  reasonable  you  have  no  right  whatsoever  to  yield.  Your  duty  is 
to  consider  what  is  the  rational  and  n^asonablc  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  whole 
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It  is  a  term  often  used,  probably  pretty  well  understood,  but  not 
easily  defined.  It  is  not  mere  possible  doubt ;  because  everything 
relating  to  human  affairs  and  depending  on  moral  evidence  is  open 
to  some  possible  or  imaginary  doubt.  It  is  that  state  of  the  case 
which,  after  the  entire  comparisipn  and  consideration  of  all  the  evi- 
dence, leaves  the  minds  of  the  jury  in  that  condition,  that  they  can- 
not say  they  feel  an  abiding  conviction,  to  a  moral  certainty,  of  the 
truth  of  the  charge  "  (/). 

§  282.  It  follows  from  these  principles  that  if  the  evidence 
merely  proves  that  the  crime  in  issue  was  committed  by  one  of  a 
certain  number  of  persons,  without  showing  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  which  was  the  individual  perpetrator,  they  ought  all  to  be 
acquitted;  for  it  is  better  that  ninety-nine  guilty  should  escape  than 
that  one  innocent  man  should  suff^er.  The  counsel  for  the  Mannings 
tried  hard  to  bring  the  case  for  the  prosecution  to  this  dilemma ; 
each  of  them  admitting  that  the  crime  must  have  been  committed 
by  one  or  other  of  the  prisoners,  but  urging  that  there  was  not 
proof  to  fix  it  on  his  client.  The  result,  as  often  happens  in  such 
cases,  was  that  both  were  convicted  as  joint  perpetrators  of  the 
crime. 

The  application  of  the  foregoing  remarks  will  be  best  seen  from 
a  few  illustrations. 

§  283.  In  the  trial  of  John  Downie  and  Alexander  Milne  for 
theft  in  1824  (y),  the  facts  were,  that  a  carpenter's  workshop  in 
Aberdeen  was  broken  into  on  a  particular  night  and  some  work- 
men's tools  were  carried  off  from  it.  On  the  same  night,  the  count- 
ing houses  of  Messrs  Davidson  at  Foot-dee,  and  of  Messrs  Catto  & 
Co.,  on  the  Links  of  Aberdeen,  were  also  broken  into,  and  goods 
and  money  to  a  considerable  extent  were  stolen  from  them.  The 
prisoners  were  met  by  two  policemen  at  seven  in  the  following 
morning  in  one  of  the  streets  of  Aberdeen,  at  a  distance  from  all 
of  the  places  of  depredation.  Immediately  on  seeing  the  officers 
they  began  to  run,  and  being  pursued  and  taken,  there  was  found 

circumstances;  in  short,  whether  it  be  possible  to  explain  the  circmnstances  upon 
grounds  consistent  with  the  innocence  of  the  party^  or  whether,  on  the  contrary,  they 
do  not  necessarily  lead  to  a  result  directly  the  reverse."  In  R.  v.  Hodges,  2  Lewins'  C. 
C,  227,  Mr  Baron  Alderson  observed,  that  to  enable  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict  of 
guilty,  it  was  necessary  not  only  that  it  should  be  a  rational  conviction,  but  that  it 
should  be  the  only  rational  conviction  which  the  circumstances  would  enable  them  to 
draw.  (/)  Charge  of  Ch.-Just.  Shaw  in  Dr  Webster's  case,  Bemis*  Report, 

p.  470.     See  also  Rnrnett,  524—1  Starkie,  577— Wills,  149- Bell's  Diet.,  tU  mpra. 
(ff)  1  Al.,  318. 
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in  the  possession  of  each  of  them  a  considerable  quantity  of  the 
articles  taken  from  Gatto  &  Co.'s  house,  but  none  of  the  things 
takeu  either  from  the  carpenter's  shop  or  from  Davidson's.  But  in 
Catto  &  Co.'s  warehouse  were  found  a  brown  coat  and  other  articles 
which  had  come  from  Davidson's,  and  which  had  not  been  there 
the  previous  evening  when  the  shop  was  locked  up  ;  while  in 
Davidson's  premises  were  found  the  tools  which  had  been  abstracted 
from  the  carpenter's.  Thus,  the  recent  possession  of  the  articles 
stolen  from  Catto  &  Co.'s,  the  early  hour  when  the  panels  had  them 
in  their  hands,  their  attempt  to  escape,  and  their  failure  to  accoimt 
for  their  possession,  proved  that  they  were  the  depredators  in  that 
warehouse ;  the  fact  of  the  articles  taken  from  Davidson's  having 
been  left  there  connected  them  with  that  prior  housebreaking; 
while,  again,  the  tools  taken  from  the  carpenter's  shop,  and  found 
in  Davidson's,  identified  the  persons  who  broke  into  that  last  house 
with  those  who  committed  the  original  theft  at  the  carpenter's. 
The  'result  was,  that  both  the  panels  were  convicted  of  all  the 
thefts. 

§  284.  A  similar  set  of  circumstances  occurred  in  the  trial  of 
Charles  Bowman  in  1826  (A).  This  man  was  accused  of  no  fewer 
than  nine  different  acts  of  theft  by  housebreaking,  committed  in 
and  around  Aberdeen,  at  various  times  during  the  summer  of  1825 
and  winter  1825-26.  He  had  been  living  an  industrious  and  ap- 
parently regular  life  as  a  carter,  and  no  suspicion  had  been  awakened 
against  him  imtil  one  occasion  when,  some  of  the  stolen  articles 
having  been  discovered  in  a  broker's  shop,  and  traced  to  him,  his 
premises  were  searched, .  and  some  articles  from  all  the  houses 
broken  open,  along  with  an  immense  mass  of  other  goods,  evidently 
stolen,  were  found  in  a  large  chest,  and  concealed  about  various 
parts  of  the  house.  Their  number,  variety,  and  the  places  where 
they  were  found,  were  quite  suf&cient  to  convict  hiia  of  reset ;  but, 
as  they  were  discovered  at  the  distance  of  many  months  from  the 
times  when  the  various  thefts  had  been  committed,  the  difficulty 
was  how  to  prove  he  was  the  original  depredator. 

The  charges  selected  for  trial  were  five  in  nimiber,  connected 
with  each  other  as  nearly  as  possible  in  point  of  time.  In  none  of 
them  was  the  prisoner  identified  as  the  person  who  had  broken  into 
the  houses,  although  the  thief  had  been  seen,  and  more  than  once 
fired  at.  But  in  aU  the  first  four  houses  which  had  been  entered 
were  discovered  some  of  the  articles  taken  from  the  others ;  and  in 

(A)  1  Al.,  314. 
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the  prisoner's  custody  were  found  some  articles  taken  from  them 
all,  while  three  of  the  windows  broken  bore  the  marks  of  an  instru- 
ment which  coincided  exactly  with  a  chisel  left  in  the  last  house. 
Two  days  after  the  housebreaking  of  that  house,  the  owner's  watch 
was  shown  by  the  prisoner  to  a  shopkeeper  in  Old  Meldrum,  near 
Aberdeen,  to  whom  he  afterwards  sold  it. 

It  weus  thus  manifest  that  the  whole  five  housebreakings  had 
been  committed  by  the  same  person,"  and  on  a  uniform  plan.  The 
hypothesis  that  the  prisoner  had  received  the  goods  from  the  thief 
without  having  either  stolen  them  or  known  them  to  be  stolen,  was 
excluded  by  the  number  and  nature  of  the  goods  and  the  places 
where  they  were  secreted ;  while  the  possession  of  the  watch,  being 
sufficiently  recent  to  infer  theft  of  it,  and  the  absence  of  any  trace 
of  one  from  whom  the  prisoner  could  have  received  the  goods,  ex- 
cluded the  idea  that  he  was  a  resetter.  The  jury  consequently 
found  him  guilty  of  all  the  five  charges  of  housebreaking ;  and  the 
Court  (Lords  Pitmilly  and  AUoway)  approved  of  the  verdict. 

§  285.  In  Autumn  1786,  a  young  woman  who  lived  with  her 
parents  in  a  remote  district  was  one  day  left  alone  in  the  cottage, 
her  parents  having  gone  out  to  harvest-work.  On  their  return 
home,  a  little  after  raid-day,  they  found  her  murdered,  with  her 
throat  cut  in  a  most  shocking  manner.  The  circimistances  in  which 
she  was  found,  her  character,  and  the  appearance  of  the  wound,  all 
concurred  in  excluding  any  idea  of  suicide,  and  making  it  certain 
that  she  had  been  murdered. 

The  post-^noriem  examination  satisfied  the  medical  witnesses 
that  the  wound  had  been  inflicted  by  a  sharp  instrument  held  in 
the  murderer's  left  hand.  The  deceased  was  also  found  to  have 
been  some  months  gone  with  child.  On  examining  the  ground 
about  the  cottage,  there  were  discovered  the  footsteps  seemingly  of 
a  person  who  had  been  running  hastily  from  the  cottage,  and  by  an 
indirect  road,  through  a  quagmire  or  bog  in  which  there  were  step- 
ping-stones. It  appeared,  however,  that  the  person  in  his  haste 
and  confusion  had  slipped  his  foot  and  stept  into  the  mire,  by  which 
he  must  have  been  wet  nearly  to  the  middle  of  the  leg.  There 
were  discovered,  also,  along  the  track  of  the  footsteps  and  at  certain 
intervals,  drops  of  blood ;  and  on  a  small  gateway  near  the  cottage, 
and  in  the  line  of  the  footsteps,  some  marks  as  of  a  bloody  hand. 
Not  the  slightest  suspicion  at  this  time  attached  to  any  particular 
person  as  the  murderer ;  nor  was  it  even  suspected  who  might  be 
the  father  of  the  child  of  whicli  the  girl  was  pregnant. 

The  concourse  of  persons  at  the  funeral  having  afforded  a  good 
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opportunity  for  comparing  their  shoes  with  the  footprints,  an  ex- 
amination took  place,  during  which  the  shoes  of  one  young  man 
were  found  to  correspond  exactly  to  the  impressions  in  dimensions, 
shape  of  the  foot,  and  form  of  the  sole,  which  was  newly  mended 
and  had  large  hobnails  in  a  certain  number  and  position,  and  fitting 
to  the  marks  in  the  footprints.  The  lad,  on  being  asked  where  he 
had  been  the  day  the  deceased  was  murdered,  replied,  seemingly 
without  embarrassment,  that  he  had  been  all  that  day  employed  at 
his  master's  work ;  a  statement  which  his  master  and  fellow-ser- 
Yants,  who  were  present,  confirmed.  As  this  went  so  far  to  remove 
suspicion,  a  warrant  of  committal  was  not  then  granted ;  but,  some 
farther  suspicious  circimistances  occurring  a  few  days  afterwards, 
he  was  apprehended. 

On  his  examination  he  acknowledged  that  he  was  left-handed; 
and  some  scratches  being  observed  on  his  cheek,  he  said  he  had  got 
them  when  pulling  nuts  in  a  wood  a  few  days  before.  But  he  ad- 
hered to  his  statement  that  he  had  been  on  the  day  of  the  murder 
employed  constantly  at  his  master's  work,  at  some  distance  from 
the  place  where  the  deceased  resided.  His  fellow-servants,  how- 
ever, recollected  that  on  the  forenoon  of  that  day,  when  they  were 
employed  with  the  prisoner  driving  their  master's  carts  near  a  cer- 
tain  wood,  he  said  he  must  run  to  the  smith's  shop  (which  was  on 
the  way  to  the  deceased's  cottage),  but  would  be  back  in  a  short 
time ;  and  that  he  accordingly  left  his  cart  under  their  charge  for 
that  purpose.  It  was  then  proved  that  he  had  called  at  the  smith's 
shop  on  the  pretence  of  wanting  something  which  it  did  not  appear 
he  had  any  occasion  for ;  and  a  young  girl,  who  happened  to  be 
about  a  hundred  yards  from  the  deceased's  cottage,  saw  a  person 
corresponding  in  appearance  and  dress  to  the  prisoner,  running 
hastily  towards  the  cottage,  but  without  having  seen  him  return ; 
from  which  it  was  probable  he  had  gone  on  the  other  side  of  a 
small  eminence,  where  the  footsteps  referred  to  were  traced.  The 
time  when  this  person  was  seen  by  the  girl  corresponded  with  the 
time  when  the  prisoner  had  been  away  from  his  fellow-servants. 
On  his  return,  after  an  absence  of  half  an  hour  (the  time  being  fixed 
by  one  of  the  servants  having  looked  at  his  watch),  they  remarked 
that  he  had  been  longer  away  than  he  said  he  would ;  to  which 
he  repKed,  that  he  had  stopped  in  the  wood  to  gather  some  nuts. 
They  observed  at  this  time  one  of  his  stockings  wet  and  soiled,  as 
if  he  had  stepped  into  a  puddle  ;  on  which  they  asked  him  where 
he  had  been.  He  answered  he  had  stepped  into  a  certain  marsh ; 
on  which  his  fellow-servants  observed,  "  that  he  must  have  been 
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either  drunk  or  mad  if  he  had  stepped  into  that  marsh,"  as  there 
was  a  foot-path  along  the  side  of  it.  It  appeared,  by  comparing 
the  time  he  was  absent  with  the  distance  of  the  cottage  from  the 
place  where  he  had  left  his  fellow-servants,  that  he  might  have 
gone  there,  committed  the  murder,  and  returned  to  them  in  the  in- 
terval. It  was  then  proved  that  the  stockings  he  had  worn  that 
day  had  been  found  concealed  in  the  thatch  of  the  apartment  where 
he  slept,  and  appeared  to  be  much  soiled  and  to  have  some  drops  of 
blood  on  them.  The  blood  he  first  accounted  for  by  saying  that 
his  nose  had  been  bleeding  some  days  before  ;  but  on  it  being  ob- 
served that  he  had  worn  other  stockings  on  that  day,  he  said  that 
he  had  assisted  at  bleeding  a  horse  when  he  wore  these  stockings. 
It  was  proved,  however,  that  he  had  not  assisted,  but  had  stood  on 
that  occasion  at  such  a  distance  that  none  of  the  blood  could  have 
reached  him.  The  mud  upon  the  stockings  was  also  found  on  ex- 
amination to  correspond  precisely  with  that  adjoining  to  the  cottage, 
and  which  was  of  a  very  peculiar  kind,  no  other  mud  of  the  kind 
being  found  in  the  neighbourhood. 

It  then  appeared  that  the  prisoner  had  been  acquainted  with  the 
deceased  (who  was  considered  to  be  weak  in  intellect),  and  had  on 
one  occasion  been  seen  with  her  in  a  wood,  in  circimistances  that 
led  to  suspicion  that  he  had  had  criminal  connection  with  her ;  and 
that  on  being  gibed  with  having  such  intercourse  with  one  in  her 
situation,  he  seemed  much  ashamed  and  hurt.  It  was  proved  far- 
ther, by  the  person  who  sat  next  to  him  when  the  shoes  were 
measuring,  that  he  trembled  much,  and  seemed  a  good  deal  agitated; 
and  that,  in  the  interval  between  that  time  and  his  being  appre- 
hended, he  had  been  advised  to  fly,  when  his  answer  was,  "  where 
can  I  fly  to." 

On  the  other  hand,  evidence  was  brought  to  show  that,  about 
the  time  of  the  murder,  a  boat's  crew  from  Ireland  had  landed  on 
the  coast,  near  to  the  dwelling  of  the  deceased,  and  it  was  said  that 
some  of  them  might  have  committed  the  murder.  But  no  conceiv- 
able motive  could  be  discovered  for  their  doing  so,  and  there  was  no 
appearance  of  any  of  the  cottages  having  been  plundered.  The  jury 
by  a  great  plurality  of  voices  found  the  prisoner  guilty.  And  in  the 
interval  before  his  execution,  he  confessed  he  committed  the  mur- 
der to  hide  his  shame,  knowing  the  girl  was  with  child  to  him  (i). 

The  only  weak  part  of  this  case  was  in  the  proof  of  motive. 
But  the  suspicion  of  a  criminal  connection  was  suflEicient  to  indicate 

(0  Ricbardson,  1786,  Burnett,  524. 
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one,  and  complete  a  circumstantial  proof  of  a  most  conclusive 
character. 

§  286.  An  adequate  motive  was  fully  proved  in  the  case  of  the 
Mannings ;  in  which  the  rest  of  the  evidence  also  was  very  con* 
elusive. 

On  17th  August  1849,  after  Patrick  0*Conner,  a  ganger  in  the 
customs,  had  been  missing  for  several  days,  a  body,  identified  as 
his,  was  found  in  a  hole  under  the  flags  in  the  back-kitchen  of  a 
house  in  Bermondsey,  naked,  imbedded  in  lime,  and  having  the  legs 
bound  back  with  strong  cord  to  the  haunches.  The  hea3  and  skull 
were  fiightfuDy  mangled,  the  skull  being  not  only  fractured  in  six- 
teen places,  but  also  showing  a  bullet  hole,  from  which  a  ball  was 
extracted.  There  could  be  no  doubt  that  0*Conner  had  been  mur- 
dered ;  and  suspicion  immediately  fell  on  the  persons  who  had 
occupied  the  house,  one  Manning  and  his  wife,  with  whom  the  de- 
ceased had  been  on  intimate  terms,  but  who  had  suddenly  disap- 
peared three  days  before  the  body  was  discovered.  They  were  both 
tried  for  the  crime  on  25th  October  1849  (A). 

From  medical  evidence  it  appeared  that  about  a  week  had 
elapsed  between  death  and  the  discovery  of  the  remains ;  so  that 
the  investigation  as  to  the  immediate  res  gestae  was  narrowed  to 
the  9th  or  10th  of  August.  0*Conner  had  left  home  as  usual  on 
the  morning  of  the  9th ;  and  at  a  few  minutes  after  five  on  the 
afternoon  of  that  day,  he  was  seen  about  150  yards  from  the  Man- 
ning's house,  and  walking  in  that  direction.  That  was  the  last 
occasion  on  which  he  was  seen  alive. 

The  criminal  nature  of  the  intimacy  between  the  deceased  and 
Mrs  Manning  was  manifest ;  and  there  was  good  ground  to  believe 
that  her  husband  was  aware  of  it.  She  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
yisiting  O'Conner  in  his  lodgings,  and  remaining  for  a  long  time 
closeted  with  him ;  and  on  one  of  these  occasions  (the  Friday  nearly 
a  week  before  the  murder)  they  were  heard  conversing  about  rail- 
way scrip,  Mrs  Manning  having  consulted  him  as  to  what  shares 
she  ought  to  buy.  She  had  opportunities  on  these  occasions  of 
knowing  where  he  kept  his  cash,  and  scrip  for  railway  shares,  which 
he  had  to  a  large  amount.  She  was  aware  that  O'Gonner  possessed 
considerable  funds ;  and  her  husband's  knowledge  of  the  same  fact 
wag  proved  ;  while  one  witness  stated  that  Manning  told  him  his 
wife  knew  that  0*Conner  had  made  a  will  in  her  favour. 

{k)  The  foUowing  note  of  the  case  is  taken  from  the  "  Times  "  of  26th  and  27th 
October  1B49. 
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It  was  then  proved  that  a  medical  student  who  had  lodged  in 
the  house  for  some  time  before  the  28th  July  (when  he  left  in  con- 
sequence of  the  prisoners  stating  that  they  meant  to  go  out  of 
town),  had  repeatedly  been  spoken  to  by  Manning  about  the  effect 
of  wounds  in  the  head,  and  as  to  what  part  of  the  head  a  fatal  blow 
could  be  struck,  and  about  shooting  with  an  air-gun.  Manning 
had  also  asked  him  what  kind  of  drugs  would  best  produce  stupe- 
faction, or  partial  intoxication,  so  as  to  get  a.  person  to  "  put  his 
hand  to  paper ; "  and  this  conversation  had  occurred  immediately 
after  Manning  had  been  speaking  about  0*Conner,  and  his  having 
considerable  sums  of  money.  The  male  prisoner  had  also,  after 
seeing  a  wax  figure  of  Eush  at  an  exhibition,  asked  this  witness 
whether  a  murderer  would  go  to  heaven. 

On  the  25th  of  July  the  male  prisoner  ordered  a  crowbar  and  a 
quantity  of  lime,  and  when  asked  whether  he  wished  grey  or  white 
lime,  answered,  he  wished  the  kind  which  would  bum  quickest 
The  lime  was  delivered  at  the  house  on  the  same  day ;  the  crowbar 
was  sent  on  the  28th ;  and  both,  were  received  by  Mrs  Manning, 
who  complained  that  the  bar  was  a  shilling  dearer  than  the  price 
agreed  on.  Manning  had  met  the  boy  with  it  on  the  street,  and 
challenged  him  for  carrying  it  without  a  cover,  as  he  did  not  wish 
anybody  to  see  what  he  was  purchasing ;  and  Manning  accordingly 
went  into  a  stationer's  shop  and  bought  brown  paper,  in  which  he 
wrapped  it  up.  On  the  8th  of  August  the  female  prisoner  bought 
a  shovel,  saying  to  the  shopkeeper  that  she  wished  a  strong  one ; 
and  it  was  sent  home  the  same  day.  The  fractures  in  the  skull  cor- 
responded with  blows  from  the  crowbar,  and  a  shovel  was  required 
for  laying  in  the  lime.  These  different  articles  (only  one  of  which, 
the  shovel,  could  be  required  for  any  household  purpose)  were  thus 
all  prepared  within  a  short  time  before  the  murder,  both  prisoners 
having  been  concerned  jointly  in  purchasing  them.  There  was  no 
proof  as  to  the  pistol  and  bullet ;  but  some  gunpowder  and  tissue 
paper  were  found  in  Manning's  coat  pocket. 

It  was  next  proved,  that  on  the  8th  Mrs  Manning  wrote  to 
O^Conner  a  note  in  affectionate  terms,  8isking  him  to  dine  with  them 
that  day ;  but  it  was  posted  so  late  that  he  did  not  receive  it  in 
time  to  dine  with  them  on  the  8th.  He  was  in  the  house  for  some 
hours  in  the  later  part  of  the  evening ;  and  on  the  9th  he  had  shewn 
the  invitation  to  some  friends,  and  had  been  seen  close  to  the  house 
immediately  before  the  dinner  hour  (half-past  five),  as  already  men- 
tioned. What  happened  in  the  house  was  not  divulged ;  but  on 
the  evening  of  the  9th,  about  a  quarter  after  six  o'clock,  Mrs  Man- 
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ning  was  in  O'Conner's  lodgings,  where  she  remained  about  three 
quarters  of  an  hour,  and  then  left,  taking  a  parcel  with  her.  She 
repeated  her  visit  a  little  later  on  the  evening  of  the  10th ;  and  on 
leaving,  was  observed  by  the  persons  in  the  house  to  be  pale,  and 
to  tremble  very  much.  On  the  12th,  when  some  friends  of  O'Conner 
called  at  her  house  to  inquire  about  him,  she  observed,  without 
anything  having  been  said  to  lead  to  such  a  remark,  "  Poor  Mr 
O'Conner !  he  was  the  best  friend  I  had  in  London."  On  this  occa- 
sion her  countenance  was  observed  to  change ;  whereupon  the  wit- 
nesses inquired  if  she  was  unwell. 

It  was  farther  proved  that  the  Mannings  had,  on  the  13th,  sold 
all  their  furniture  to  a  broker,  both  of  them  having  been  engaged 
in  the  treaty  for  the  sale,  which  commenced  several  days  before  the 
supposed  date  of  the  murder. 

On  the  13th  and  14th  they  left  London.  The  female  prisoner 
had  her  luggage  ticketed  "Mrs  Smith,  passenger,  Paris;"  and  she 
was  found  some  days  afterwards  in  lodgings  near  Edinburgh,  imder 
the  name  of  Smith.  One  of  her  parcels,  left  at  the  London  terminus 
of  the  railway,  ticketed  "  Mrs  Smith,  passenger,  Paris,  to  he  till 
called  for,"  was  found  to  contain  dresses  marked  with  blood ;  and 
a  dress  among  those  sold  to  the  broker  bore  similar  marks.  Mrs 
Manning's  retreat  was  discovered  in  consequence  of  her  having 
offered  to  sell  railway  scrip  to  a  stranger ;  and  a  considerable  quan- 
tity of  scrip,  identified  as  O'Connor's,  along  with  money  and  bank 
notes,  was  found  in  her  trunk,  after  she  had  denied  having  any 
scrip. 

The  male  prisoner  was  found  in  Jersey.  The  day  before  leaving 
London  he  told  the  broker's  servant,  that  if  he  was  inquired  after 
Ae  was  to  say  she  had  not  seen  him  for  a  fortnight.  The  same  day, 
on  being  asked  by  the  broker  if  he  was  to  sleep  in  his  own  house 
that  night,  he  said  he  would  not  do  so  for  twenty  pounds.  On  his 
^prehension,  be  at  once  threw  the  whole  blame  on  his  wife,  and 
^nT)ed  how  she  had  fired  the  pistol  at  the  back  of  O'Connor's 
nead ;  but  he  gave  no  explanation  on  being  asked  about  the  frac- 
^'^les  in  the  skull.  It  was  also  proved,  that  after  the  murder  he 
™  sold  some  scrip  for  £110  to  a  broker,  when  he  represented 
'^^If  to  be  O'Connor ;  and  that  a  bank  note  for  £100  (being  part 
^  the  price)  had  been  cashed  at  a  bank,  and  bore  his  own  signa- 
toie. 

From  this  circumstantial  proof  it  was  unquestionable  that 
^Conner  had  been  murdered  in  the  Mannings'  house ;  and  the 
only  question  was,  whether  the  guilt  of  both  prisoners  was  clearly 

VOL  1.  0 
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proved,  or  whether  one  of  them  might  not  have  done  the  deed, 
without  the  other  having  been  a  principal  or  accessory  before  the 
fact  ?  Manning's  conversation  with  the  medical  student,  his  order- 
ing the  lime  and  crowbar,  his  anxiety  to  have  the  latter  concealed, 
and  his  statement  that  his  wife  committed  the  act  in  his  presence, 
without  his  interference,  while  he  did  not  try  to  explain  the  frac- 
tures on  the  skull,  more  especially  implicated  him ;  while  her  re- 
ceiving the  lime  and  crowbar,  ordering  the  shovel,  writing  the  note 
to  O'Conner,  and  going  to  his  house  the  very  evening  of  the  mur- 
der, the  bloody  marks  on  her  dress,  and  her  manner  on  the  occa- 
sions above  noticed,  more  particularly  inferred  her  complicity. 
These  circumstances,  with  the  joint  arrangements  for  sale  of  the 
furniture  and  flight,  and  the  division  of  the  booty,  showed  that 
the  murder  and  robbery  had  been  a  pre-arranged  scheme,  carried  out 
by  the  prisoners  jointly. 

The  jury  had  no  difficulty  in  finding  them  both  guilty ;  a  verdict 
in  the  justice  of  which  the  whole  country  agreed  vrith  them. 

§  287.  In  the  trial  of  Burke  and  Macdougal  for  the  murder  of 
the  old  woman  Docherty  (Z),  the  circumstantial  evidence  was  cor- 
roborated by.  the  testimony  of  Hare,  a  socius  criminis.  No  doubt 
could  be  entertained  of  Burke's  guilt,  and  the  jury  accordingly 
found  him  guilty.  The  proof  against  Macdougal  showed  that  she 
lived  in  the  house  v^ith  Burke  as  his  wife,  and  had  been  there  the 
previous  evening  when  the  old  woman  was  brought  in,  that  she 
was  in  bed  in  the  room  immediately  before  the  murder,  but  that 
when  Burke  and  Hare  commenced  the  attack,  she  (along  with 
Hare's  wife)  left  the  room  and  staid  outside  the  door  for  a  quarter 
of  an  hour  till  aU  was  over.  Her  knowledge  that  Burke  intended 
to  murder  the  woman  was  proved ;  and  she  went  along  with  Burke 
and  the  Hares  part  of  the  way  when  the  body  was  taken  to  the  dis- 
secting room  by  a  porter.  It  was  highly  probable,  therefore,  that 
she  knew  the  murder  was  about  to  be  committed,  and  remained 
outside  to  prevent  any  stranger  entering.  Yet  there  was  a  reason- 
able ground  for  doubting  whether  she  had  been  thus  assisting,  or 
whether  on  the  contrary  she  had  been  merely  passive  in  not  inter- 
fering to  prevent  the  murder  committed  by  her  husband.  The  jury 
took  the  more  merciful  view  and  found  the  case  against  her  "  not 
proven."  But  Mr  Alison  (m)  mentions  that  the  opinion  on  the 
bench  was  that  both  prisoners  were  guUty. 


(Q  24th  Dec.  1828,  Syme,  846,  and  separate  report  (m)  1  AL,  75. 
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§  288.     The  compiler  of  the  Causes  Celebres  mentions  a  curious 
case  of  successful  fabrication  of  circumstantial  proof,  but  without 
Touching  for  its  authenticity  («).     An  old  widow  kept  a  small  shop 
in  a  street  in  Paris,  with  a  small  back  room  where  she  slept.     It 
was  beUeved  in  the  neighbourhood  that  she  had  amassed  a  great  deal 
of  money.     Her  only  servant  for  a  long  time  had  been  a  boy  who 
slept  on  the  fourth  storey  of  a  tenement  near  his  mistress's  house, 
but  not  communicating  with  it.     In  order  to  get  to  his  sleeping 
placQ  he  had  therefore  to  go  round  by  the  street ;  and  when  he 
went  home  at  night,  he  locked  the  outer  door  of  the  shop,  and  took 
the  key,  of  which  he  had  the  sole  charge  and  possession.     One 
morning  the  neighbours  were  alarmed  by  finding  the  shop  door 
open  earlier  than  usual,  without  any  movement  being  observed  in- 
side to  indicate  that  the  old  woman  or  the  boy  had  risen.     No 
mark  of  violence  was  seen  on  the  door.    On  the  neighbours  entering 
they  found  a  bloody  sword  on  the  floor  of  the  shop,  and  the  woman 
lying  in  bed  kiUed  with  thrusts  of  the  weapon,  one  hand  clutching 
a  bunch  of  hair  and  the  other  a  cravat.     Near  the  bed  was  found  a 
box  which  had  been  broken  open.      The  shop-boy  was  seised.     It 
was  found  that  the  sword  and  cravat  belonged  to  him,  and  that  the 
bunch  of  hair  corresponded  with  his.      In  his  room  was  found  the 
key  of  the  door,  the  only  means  by  which  the  shop  could  have  been 
entered  without  violence.    On  these  circumstances  being  ascertained 
the  lad  was  subjected  to  the  "  question" :  imder  the  agonies  of  tor- 
ture he  confessed:  and  he  was  broken  on  the  wheel.     Not  long 
afterwards  a  tavem-boy,  who  was  arrested  for  some  other  crime, 
confessed  in  his  dying  declaration,  that  he  alone  had  been  the  mur- 
derer.    The  tavern  where  he  served  adjoined  the  old  widoVs  house. 
He  was  intimate  with  the  shop-boy ;  and  had  been  in  the  habit  of 
putting  up  the  bo/s  hair  en  qiieue,  and  in  this  way  had  gathered 
from  the  comb  a  quantity  of  hair,  out  of  which  he  gradually  formed 
the  bunch  grasped  in  the  dead  woman's  hand.    He  had  no  difficulty 
in  getting  one  of  the  cravats  and  the  sword  of  his  companion,  and 
of  taking  an  impression  off  the  door  key  so  as  to  have  a  false  one 
made. 

The  circumstantial  evidence  against  the  shoi)-boy  (supposing 
the  case  to  be  authentic)  was  probably  so  convincing  that  a  jury 
would  have  found  him  guilty.  But  it  presents  this  peculiarity,  that 
the  whole  of  the  real  evidence  was  of  that  apparent  and  manifest 
character  which  admitted  of   easy  fabrication;   while  it  wanted 

in)  The  case  is  quoted  on  the  authority  of  Jeremy  Bentham  (Jud.  Ev.,  B.  iii,  ch.  15 
Bote  apudfin,),  whose  reference  to  the  Ccnues  Celebres  (vol.  5,  p.  488)  is  inaccurate. 
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those  minute  and  casual  coincidences  which  almost  always  occur  in 
real  life.  This  manifestness  could  not  have  escaped  the  attentioa 
of  the  shop-boy,  if  he  had  committed  the  act ;  and  it  was  difficult 
to  believe  that  he  would  have  left  such  glaring  proofs  behind  him, 
when  he  had  time  and  opportunity  to  remove  them  all.  Perhaps 
the  proof  would  not  have  been  considered  complete  without  the 
confession — a  striking  illustration  of  the  worthlessness  of  confes- 
sions extorted  under  that  most  wicked  practice. 

§  289.  Contrasted  with  the  case  last  mentioned  is  that  of 
Humphreys,  the  rejected  claimant  of  the  Stirling  Peerage  (o). 
The  earldom  had  been  dormant  for  a  number  of  years ;  when  Mr 
Humphreys,  who  in  early  life  had  been  a  schoolmaster  in  England, 
and  bore  an  unblemished  reputation,  came  to  this  country  and  took 
steps  to  establish  his  pretended  right  to  it  He  produced  a  copious 
and  elaborate  set  of  title-deeds  and  other  documents,  which,  if 
genuine,  would  have  proved  his  pedigree ;  and  by  the  usual  form 
of  an  ex  parte  inquest  he  was  in  1831  served  heir  to  the  last  earl. 
He  claimed  to  vote  at  the  election  of  Scottish  representative  peers ; 
and  raised  certain  actions  against  the  proprietors  in  possession  of 
lands  alleged  to  belong  to  the  earldom.  In  1833  an  action  was 
raised  in  the  Court  of  Session  at  the  instance  of  the  Officers  of 
State,  to  have  the  service  and  subsequent  title-deeds  set  aside,  as 
fabricated;  and  in  that  case  the  Lord  Ordinary,  after  a  good  deal  of 
investigation  into  the  authenticity  of  the  documents  founded  on  by 
Humphreys,  came  to  the  opinion  that  the  fabrication  had  been 
established,  and  in  1836  his  Lordship  pronounced  an  interlocutor 
reducing  the  services.  Mr  Humphreys  was  thereupon  prosecuted 
before  the  High  Court  of  Justiciary  for  forgery  and  uttering. 

The  documents  extended  over  two  centuries,  and  embraced  a 
great  number  of  writings,  some  of  which  referred  to  persons  known 
to  history.  It  was  a  minute  analysis  of  these  documents,  and  espe- 
cially of  their  dates,  which  proved  that  nearly  the  whole  had  been 
forged,  but  with  an  astonishing  amount  of  skill  and  elaborateness. 

One  docxunent,  bearing  to  be  an  ancient  extract  from  the  Chan- 
cery Office  of  a  crown-charter,  and  having  the  dingy  hue  of  genuine 
old  age,  consisted  of  several  leaves  stitched  together.  But  the 
portion  which  the  stitching  covered  was  uniform  in  colour  with  the 
rest  of  the  deed;  whereas,  if  the  document  had  been  genuine,  there 
would  have  been  a  marked  difference  in  colour  between  the  exposed 

(o)  Separately  reported  by  Mr  Swinton. 
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and  the  covered  portions. — ^The  same  document  had  certain  red 
marginal  lines  drawn  on  it.  But  official  persons,  familiar  with  the 
extracts  of  the  period,  swore  that  red  lines  were  not  introduced  into 
the  Chancery  Office  till  a  much  later  date.  Some  technical  mis- 
t^es  in  the  deed  were  also  detected  by  skilful  conveyancers. 

This  extract  bore  that  the  original  charter  had  been  sealed  on 
7th  December  1639,  and  attested  by  "  John  (Spottiswood)  Arch- 
bishop of  St  Andrews,  our  chancellor;"  who  had  demitted  that 
office  thirteen  months  before  the  date  referred  to. 

But  the  most  conclusive  as  well  as  interesting  circumstances 
regarded  a  print  of  a  French  map  of  Canada  by  "  Delisle,  premier 
Geographe  du  Roi,  avec  privilege  pour  vignt  ans  1703."  On  the 
back  of  this  map  were  certain  signed  memoranda  and  narratives, 
dated  in  1706  and  1707,  which  had  been  founded  on  as  establishing 
the  authenticity  of  the  extract  charter.  The  map  naturally  formed 
part  of  the  claimant's  muniments ;  as  the  Earls  of  Stirling  had  a 
grant  of  lands  in  Nova  Scotia ;  and  it  was  also  not  extraordinary 
to  find  on  the  back  of  it  the  writings  referred  to.  It  was  proved, 
however,  that  Dehsle  had  not  been  appointed  Geographer  Royal 
until  August  1718 ;  and  that  it  was  the  practice  of  engravers,  and 
in  particular  of  Delisle,  to  preserve  their  plates  marked  with  the 
original  year  of  publication  (from  which  the  copyrights  ran),  mak- 
ing alterations  on  them  as  they  thought  fit  from  time  to  time.  The 
original  issue  of  impressions  in  1703  (of  which  several  were  pro- 
duced) bore  simply  Delisle's  name ;  but  the  particular  impression 
in  question  could  not  have  been  issued  until  after  1718  when  he 
acquired  his  patent  of  office.  The  necessary  consequence  was  that 
the  dates  1706  and  1707  of  the  writings  on  the  back  of  it  were  false. 
To  make  the  proof  of  fabrication  still  more  convincing  (if  that 
were  possible),  it  was  proved  that  Fletcher,  Bishop  of  Nismes,  the 
pretended  writer  of  one  of  the  notes  dated  1707,  had  died  in  1711, 
that  is,  seven  years  before  the  publication  of  the  paper  on  which  it 
was  indorsed. 

A  striking  circumstance  connected  with  the  series  of  documents 
was,  that  repeatedly  during  the  investigations  in  the  civil  Court, 
when  a  hiatus  occurred  in  the  proof,  it  was  filled  up  by  some  addi- 
tional documents  discovered  in  the  interval  before  the  cause  pro- 
•"•redeil  farther. 

The  forgery  of  the  pedigree  and  series  of  titles  was  tlius  com- 
pletely established;  but  the  jury  not  being  satisfied  that  Hum- 
phreys had  uttered  them  in  the  knowledge  of  their  character,  re- 
turned a  verdict  of  **  not  proven  "  as  to  that  part  of  the  charge,  and 
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he  was  accordingly  assoilzied.  From  the  erudite  nature  of  the  fa- 
brication and  the  acquaintance  with  the  technicalities  of  Scotch 
conveyancing  which  it  exhibited,  as  well  as  the  skilfulness  of  the 
manipulation  displayed  throughout  the  writings,  it  was  manifest 
that  they  had  not  been  executed  by  Humphreys  himself;  while 
the  fact  that  they  had  been  considered  authentic  by  his  legal  ad- 
visers in  the  civil  case,  and  his  previous  good  character,  left  in  the 
minds  of  the  jury  a  reasonable  doubt  of  his  having  uttered  them 
knowing  that  they  were  forged. 

§  290.    These  citations  will  be  closed  with  the  case  of  the  Count 
de  Morangies  {p);  which  illustrates  the  superiority  of  credible  cir- 
cumstantial proof,  when  conflicting  with  direct  proof  of  a  question- 
able character.     The  Count,  requiring  to  borrow  money  to  the 
amount  of  300,000  livres,  trusted  an  obscure  money-broker,  and 
through  her  a  pretended  money-lender,  with  bills  of  his,  to  that 
amount  and  upwards,  payable  to  order.      The  pretended  lender  de- 
manded payment  of  the  whole.     But  the  Coimt  declared  that  only 
1,200  livres  had  been  delivered  to  him.    The  lender's  case  consisted 
of  the  biUs,  and  the  evidence  of  three  alleged  eye-witnesses  to  the 
delivery  of  the  whole.    On  the  side  of  the  Count  it  was  proved  that 
the  distance  between  his  house  and  the  lender's  was  such  that  it 
was  impossible  that  any  one  person  could  have  traversed  it  thirteen 
times  with  the  different  parcels  of  money  within  six  hom-s,  as  the 
lender's  witnesses  declared  had  been  done ;  while  the  history  of  the 
money-lender's  life,  traced  from  the  date  of  the  pretended  acquisi- 
tion of  so  large  a  fortune  to  the  time  of  the  transaction,  showed 
the  fact  of  her  having  possessed  it,  or  nearly  so  large  a  sum,  to  be 
in  a  high  degree  improbable  upon  any  proof,  and  quite  incredible 
upon  the  evidence  adduced.    The  Count's  proof  being  upon  matters 
within  the  lender's  own  knowledge,  it  was  likely  she  could  have 
disproved  it,  if  it  had  been  false.     The  Count  was  assoilzied. 

§  291.  The  foregoing  commentary  will  have  shown  that  the 
rationale  of  circumstantial  evidence  cannot  be  reduced  to  systema- 
tic propositions.  Some  general  rules,  however,  may  be  evolved 
from  it  (r). 

1.  Every  one  of  the  circumstances  essential  to  the  conclusion 
should  be  established  by  its  own  appropriate  and  independent  proof; 


(p)  Bentham  Jud.  Ev.,  B.  v,  ch.  18,  sect.  5;  citing  Linguit's  Plaidovers. 
(r)  See  Benth.,  B.  v,  ch.  15,  §  1—1  Starkie,  671,  et  wy.— Wills,  136,  et  teq. 
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in  other  words,  the  superstructure  of  theory  should  only  be  raised 
on  a  foundation  of  undoubted  facts  («). 

This  rule  applies  with  peculiar  force  to  proof  of  the  carpu8  ddicii^ 
the  fact  that  the  crime  in  question  has  been  committed  by  some 
person  (f), 

2.  The  probative  value  of  a  number  of  apt  circumstances  in- 
creases in  proportion  to  the  number  of  independent  sources  from 
which  they  are  derived  (w). 

When  any  concatenation  of  circumstances  is  consistently  de- 
tailed by  a  single  witness,  the  coherence  of  his  narrative  is  intrinsic 
evidence  of  its  credibility.  When  the  different  circumstances  of 
the  group  come  from  a  number  of  independent  sources,  their  mutual 
coherence  renders  them  in  the  highest  degree  credible,  and  the 
chance  of  misdecision  is  limited  to  the  inferences  deducible  from 
thenL 

3.  When  each  of  the  probative  facts  contributes  immediately  its 
own  inference  to  the  common  conclusion,  their  compound  strength 

(«)  Baron  Aldenon  has  jiutlj  observed  (R.  v,  Hodges,  2  Lewins,  C.  C,  227),  "  The 
mind  is  apt  to  take  a  pleasure  in  adapting  circomfitanoes  to  one  another,  and  even  in 
straining  them  a  little,  to  force  them  to  form  parts  of  one  connected  whole ;  and  the 
more  ingenions  the  mind  of  the  individual,  the  more  likely  is  it,  in  considering  snch 
matteiB,  to  overreach  and  mislead  itself,  to  supply  some  little  link  that  is  awanting,  to 
take  for  granted  some  fact  consistent  with  its  previous  theoiies,  and  necessary  to  render 
them  complete."  {t)  Several  melancholy  instances  have  occurred  of  persons  be- 

in^  execnted  for  murders,  where  the  supposed  sufferer  had  not  been  killed  by  any  one. 
See  them  collected  in  Wills'  Circ.  Ev.,  162.    Such  cases  show  that  the  mere  fact  of  a 
person  having  gone  amissing,  combined  with  proof  of  murderous  intent  in  the  accused, 
18  not  sufficient  ground  for  concluding  that  the  person  has  been  murdered.     On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  not  always  indispensable  that  the  body  be  recovered ;  otherwise  there 
would  be  impunity  for  murders  committed  at  sea  (see  Burnett,  586— Captain  Green*s 
ease,  Uarch  1705).    Accordingly,  in  an  English  case,  a  witness  swore  that  a  mariner 
had  pn>poeed  to  kill  his  captain,  that  during  the  night  the  witness  was  alarmed  by  noise 
of  violence,  and  upon  going  on  deck  saw  the  mariner  throw  the  body  of  the  captain 
overboard,  and  it  was  also  proved  that  near  the  spot  a  billet  of  wood  was  found  with 
which  a  fatal  blow  might  have  been  given,  and  that  the  deck  and  part  of  the  prisoner's 
dress  were  stained  with  blood.    It  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  prisoner,  that  as  the  cap- 
tain's body  had  not  been  seen,  he  might  have  been  picked  up  alive  by  one  of  the  nu- 
merous vessels  near  the  place.    But  the  Court  left  the  jury  to  say  whether  he  had  not 
been  killed  before  being  thrown  overboard ;  and  as  they  were  satisfied  that  he  had,  they 
retomed  a  verdict  of  guilty,  which  was  followed  by  the  prisoner's  execution  (R.  v.  Marsh, 
1792,  2  Leach,  C.  C,  571).     It  is  humbly  thought  that  the  judge's  charge  limited  too 
mneh  the  question  before  the  jury,  since  they  might  have  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty 
aHhough  they  had  not  been  satisfied  of  the  fact  of  death  before  the  casting  overboard,  if 
thej  were  morally  certain  that  the  murder  was  completed  by  the  violence  and  that  act 
in  combination.  (u)  The  increase  may  be  better  rf^presented  by  a  mathematical 

than  a  merely  arithmetical  progression. 
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is  multiplied  {x)  as  their  number  is  increased;  and  they  may  jointly 
establish  the  fact  in  issue,  although  all  of  them,  when  viewed  inde- 
pendently, may  be  explicable  upon  other  hypotheses. 

4.  When  the  proof  of  each  of  a  series  of  facts  raises  an  inference 
of  the  existence  of  another  fact  in  the  series— only  the  last  of  them 
inferring  the  existence  of  the  fact  in  issue — the  probability  of  the 
truth  of  the  issue  (in  so  far  as  it  depends  on  that  line  of  evidence) 
diminishes  as  the  nxunber  of  the  facts  increase,  and  the  inconclu- 
siveness  of  any  one  inference  in  the  series  is  fatal  to  the  whole. 

In  this  sense  a  circumstantial  proof  is  like  a  chain,  which  cannot 
be  stronger  than  its  weakest  link,  and  which  becomes  continually 
weaker  as  each  new  link  is  added,  tiU  it  breaks  with  its  own 
weight- (y). 

5.  The  existence  of  a  single  probative  fact  absolutely  incompa- 
tible with  a  hypothesis  deducible  from  aU  the  other  probative  facte 
necessarily  excludes  that  hypothesis ;  for,  as  the  whole  of  the  actual 
facts  must  have  been  consistent,  some  other  hypothesis  must  exist, 
with  which  aU  the  probative  facts  will  coincide. 

6.  When  the  inconsistency  between  any  of  the  probative  facts 
and  the  hypothesis  deducible  from  the  rest  of  these  facts  is  not  ab- 
solute but  probable,  the  conclusiveness  of  that  hypothesis  is  dimi- 
nished in  proportion  to  the  strength  of  the  contrary  probabiHty. 
In  criminal  trials,  therefore,  the  prisoner  ought  to  be  acquitted  if 
the  inference  of  guilt,  when  weighed  against  the  supposed  incon- 
sistency, is  not  suflBciently  convincing  to  exclude  all  reasonable 
doubt. 

7.  The  conclusiveness  of  a  circumstantial  proof  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  non-production  of  attainable  direct  evidence ;  and, 
as  a  party  is  not  likely  to  trust  the  decision  of  his  case  to  an  infer- 
ence, when  he  could  prove  it  directly,  the  withholding  of  the  testi- 


(x)  "  Probable  proofs  by  being  added,  not  only  increase  the  evidence,  but  multiply 
it."  Butler's  Analogy  (Fitzgerald's  edition),  286— See  also  Mill's  Logic,  B.  iu,  ch.  28, 
{  6.  Thus  (to  take  the  simplest  case),  suppose  the  probability  of  the  truth  of  the  in- 
ference that  A  is  B  to  be  as  two  to  three,  and  the  probability  of  the  truth  of  another  in- 
ference that  C  is  B  to  be  as  three  to  four ;  "  of  every  twelve  things  which  are  A,  all  ex- 
cept four  aTQ  B  by  the  supposition ;  and  if  the  whole  twelve,  and  consequently  these 
four,  have  the  characters  of  C  likewise,  three  mqre  will  be  B  on  that  grouhd.  There- 
fore out  of  twelve  which  are  both  A  and  C,  eleven  are  B."  Mills,  iU  «t^>ra— See  also  1 
Starkie,  569,  note.  (y)  See  this  fully  illustrated  in  Bentham,  B.  v,  ch.  15,  J  1, 

note — See  also  Mill's  Logic,  tupra.  Mr  Mill  justly  observes,  '*  a  hearsay  of  a  heareay. 
or  an  argument  from  presumptive  evidence,  depending  not  upon  immediate  marks, 
but  upon  marks  of  marks,  is  worthless  at  a  very  few  removes  from  the  first  stage." 
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mony  of  eye-witnesses  impairs  the  probative  value  of  a  merely  cir- 
cmnstantial  proof  adduced  by  him. 

Lastly.  In  general  the  affirmance  of  the  issue  should  not  be  left 
to  direct  proof  alone,  when  corroborating  circxmistances  are  attain- 
able. Accordingly,  unmixed  direct  proof  almost  never  occurs  in 
practice,  except  when  it  is  limited  to  the  writ  or  oath  on  reference 
of  the  adducer's  opponent.^ 


I  It  has  been  thought  tmiiecessary  to  multiply  cases  on  this  subject.  The  trials  in 
Sootland  which,  since  the  publication  of  the  first  edition  of  this  work,  have  excited 
gxeiieflt  interest  and  attention,  are  those  of  H.  M.  Advocate  v.  Madeline  Smith,  in  1867 
(Special  Beport  by  Mr  Irvine),  and  H.  M.  Advocate  v.  Jessie  M'Intoeh  or  M'Lachlan,  in 
September  1862 ;  but  neither  of  these  cases  presented  specialties  involving  any  impor- 
tant illustrations  of  the  principles  of  circumstantial  evidence,  or  requiring  detailed 
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TITLE  VIII. 


OP    PRESUMPTIONS. 


CHAPTER  I. — OF  THE  GENERAL  NATURE  OF  PRESUMPTIVE 

EVIDENCE. 

§  292.  A  presumption  is  an  inference  as  to  the  existence  of  one 
fact,  drawn  from  the  existence  of  another  fact,  and  manifest  to 
most  persons  of  ordinary  intelligence  (a). 

The  principle  of  all  presumptions,  therefore,  is,  that  whenever 
we  have  come  to  regard  two  facts  as  associated  in  coincidence  or  in 
sequence,  proof  of  the  existence  of  the  one  leads,  more  or  less 
forcibly,  to  belief  in  the  existence  of  the  other.  Hence  presump- 
tions may  be  classified  either  according  to  the  grounds  of  the  con- 
nection between  the  facts  proved  and  the  facts  presumed,  or  accord- 
ing to  the  degrees  of  their  probative  force.  A  cursory  glance  will 
be  taken  at  these  general  aspects  of  presumptions  before  noticing 
them  individually. 

(a)  Stair,  4,  45,  d— Ersk.,  4,  2,  84—1  Starkie,  55S.  The  difference  between  circum- 
stantial and  presumptive  evidence  has  already  been  noticed  (}  247).  Kfietio  juris  dif- 
fers from  them  both.  It  exists  where  law,  disregarding  evidence  and  probability,  holds 
as  true  what  may  be  untrue,  or  what  cannot  possibly  be  true  (Ersk.,  4,  2,  8S).  Thtis 
summonses  narrate  a  complaint  to  the  Sovereign  by  the  real  party,  which  might  be  trad, 
but  is  always  false ;  while  the  rules  that  the  Sovereign  cannot  do  wrong,  that  an  heir  is 
eaiem  persona  cum  defimcto,  and  that  the  person  of  a  wife  is  sunk  in  that  of  her  husband, 
are  examples  of  impossible  fictions.  Sometimes  a  presumption  runs  into  a  fiction,  as 
does  the  presumption  pcUrem  esse  quern  nupiiae  denumstrani  in  England,  whenever  the 
birth  was  so  recently  after  the  marriage  that  conception  in  wedlock  was  impossible. 
The  nature  of  ekfictio  juris  was  much  discussed  in  Kerr  v.  Martin,  1840, 2  D.,  752,  which 
involved  the  question  whether  the  fiction  that  the  parents  of  children  legitimated /mt 
wbeegueru  matrinumium  were  married  at  the  birth,  applies  in  Scotland.  The  Court  held 
that  it  does  not.i 


1  The  judgment  was,  that  a  child  born  out  of  wedlock  was  legitimated  by  the  sul^e- 
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§  293.  (1)  An  inference  is  Bometimes  drawn  as  from  cause  to 
effect.  Thus  it  is  presumed  that  bribery  in  a  witness  will  produce 
false  testimony,  and  facility  is  presumed  to  arise  from  being  on 
deathbed.  More  frequently  the  inference  is  from  a  proved  effect 
to  a  latent  cause  or  motive,  e,g,y  the  presumptions  that  a  child  bom 
in  wedlock  was  begotten  by  the  mother's  husband ;  that  one  who 
pays  interest  owes  the  principal ;  that  libellous  expressions  have 
been  dictated  by  malice ;  and  that  deeds  vitiated  in  substantialibus 
haye  been  wrongfully  altered  after  subscription  (6). 

(2)  It  is  presumed  that  relations  which  have  once  existed 
have  continued  (c).  Thus  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  continu- 
ance or  renewal  of  a  general  mandate.  The  relation  of  debtor  and 
creditor  is  presumed  to  subsist  till  a  discharge  is  proved,  or  till  the 
presumption  is  overcome  by  a  contrary  inference  arising  from  mora 
or  some  other  relevant  circumstance. 

(3)  Where  acts  are  proved  which  indicate  a  certain  chain  or 
stream  of  events,  subsequent  acts  in  the  series  will  be  presumed  (cQ. 
But  this  is  a  weak  inference,  since  the  hypothesis  of  the  earher  acts 
having  been  so  connected  may  be  erroneous ;  while  altered  inten- 
tion, accident  and  many  other  circumstances  may  have  prevented 
their  completion. — More  forcible  are  presumptions  from  the  later 
to  the  earlier  acts  in  the  supposed  series  (e),  as  in  questions  of  pre- 
scriptive right,  where,  upon  proof  of  possession  during  the  memory 
of  man,  possession  is  presumed  upwards  to  the  date  of  the  title.^ 
So  the  existence  of  a  decree  is,  after  an  interval,  a  sufficient  reason 
for  presuming  the  existence  of  its  grounds  and  warrants. — Again, 
the  intermediate  acts  in  a  supposed  series  will  be  presumed  when 
the  extremes  are  proved ;  prohatis  extremis  preaumuntur  media  (/). 
This  is  illustrated  in  proving  possession,  where  it  is  enough  to  show 

(A)  SUir,  4,  46, 17,  (4)—ib.,  4,  42,  19,  (2).  (<?)  Best  on  Presumptions,  186. 

(d)  8  Benth,  218— Best,  75.  («)  Benth,  213— Best,  76.  (/)  Stair, 

i  40,  20— ib.,  4, 46, 17,  (22)-.Be8t,  76. 


qrnent  mttrriage  of  its  parents,  and  was  its  father's  heir,  although  a  lawful  marriage  be- 
tween ite  mother  and  another  man  had  intervened.  Six  of  the  judges  held  that  legi- 
timation per  tubtequens  nuxtrimonium  depended  on  the  fiction  that  the  father  and  mother 
ii  the  child  were  married  at  its  birth,  that  this  fiction  was  contradicted  by  the  inter- 
Tening  marriage,  and  that  the  child  was  therefore  illegitimate.  The  majority  thought 
tbst  the  rule,  that  a  child  bom  out  of  wedlock  was  legitimated  per  eubtequens  matrimo' 
VB8  a  positiTe  rule  of  law,  not  depending  on  fiction,  and  that  therefore  the  child 
legitimate. 

<  For  example — If  it  be  proved  that  the  public  have  had  uninterrupted  possession  of 
a  riglit  of  way  for  a  long  period  of  years,  though  fewer  than  forty,  a  jury  is  warranted 
in  presuming,  if  there  be  no  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  they  had  similar  possession 
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acts  of  possession  at  intervals  of  time  ;  from  which  law  presumes 
that  the  possession  continued  throughout  the  whole  period  embraced 
by  the  proof  (y). 

(4)  Law  presumes  that  the  ordinary  course  of  nature  has 
run  (A).  This  is  seen  in  the  presumptions  regarding  the  period  of 
gestation  (t),  the  duration  of  life  (i),  and  the  like.  So  it  is  pre- 
sumed that  a  pupil  is  unable  to  contract,  and  that  a  giri  below  the 
age  of  puberty  cannot  consent  to  sexual  intercourse. 

(5)  Similar  to  the  presumptions  last  noticed,  but  less  forcible, 
are  those  which  flow  from  the  ordinary  course  of  human  conduct  (I); 
some  of  which,  indeed,  spring  from  the  laws  of  nature.  The  course 
of  trade  and  business  give  rise  to  an  analogous  class  of  infer- 
ences (m)  ;  e.g.,  that  bills  are  onerous,  that  chirographum  apud  de- 
bitorem  repertum  presumitur  solutum,  and  the  presumption  from  the 
apocha  trium  annorum? 

(6)  Another  principle  in  presumptions  is,  that  where  one  side 
of  the  issue  is  injurious  to  a  party,  law  will  hold  the  other  as  true 
till  it  be  disproved.  This  is  shown  in  the  presumptions  in  favour  of 
innocence,  sanity,*  and  legitimacy,  and  of  freedom  from  conven- 
tional obligations  and  from  servitudes  (n).      So  all  possession  is 


(g)  Stair,  tupra.  (A)  Beat,  170.  (i)  See  tn/ra,  g  314,  €t  9eq, 

(k)  Infra,  J  299,  et  teq.  (I)  Best,  170,  179.  (m)  Best,  179. 

(«)  Stair,  4,  45,  17,  (2,  8.  6)— lb.,  4,  42,  21,  (3). 


before  the  date  to  which  the  proof  goes  back.  But  there  is  no  room  for  that  pre- 
sumption, if  there  be  proof  that  immediately  prior  to  the  date  to  which  the  proof  of 
possession  by  the  public  goes  back,  there  was  adverse  possession ;  Harvie  p.  Rogers,  3 
W.  and  S.,  261— Magistrates  of  Elgin  v.  Robertson,  1862,  24  D.,  801.  So  in  actions  of 
filiation  it  is  a  general  principle  that,  when  the  defender  admits  connection  with;[the 
mother  within  the  period  of  gestation,  and  if  it  be  proved  that  he  had  opportunity  of 
connection  at  or  about  the  time  of  conception,  connection  at  that  time  may  be  pre- 
sumed ;  Lawson  v.  Eddie,  1861,  28  D.,  876. 

s  A  sale  of  goods  is,  if  there  be  no  special  agreement,  presumed  to  be  for  ready 
money.  This  presumption  was  applied  to  a  case  where  the  goods  could  only  be  de- 
livered by  parcels  at  intervals  of  time,  to  the  effect  of  holding  that  a  partial  payment 
was  due  on  each  partial  delivery  ;  HaU  &  Sons  v.  Scott,  1860,  22  D.,  413. 

Professional  employment  is  prima  facie  on  the  footing  that  the  professional  services 
are  to  be  remunerated,  but  circumstances  may  rebut  the  presumption  ;  Manson  v.  BaiUie, 
1865— 2  Macqueen,  80,  SI,  per  Lord  Chancellor  Cranworth.  In  a  previous  case.  Lord 
Rutherfurd  held  that  an  allegation  that  an  agent  had  agreed  to  give  his  services  gra- 
tuitously, could  be  proved  only  by  the  agent's  writ  or  oath ;  and  his  Lordship's  inter- 
locutor was  affirmed ;  Taylor  v.  Forbes,  1863 ;  reported  24  D.,  19.  But  see  Knox  p 
M'CauU,  1861,  24  D.,  16. 

♦  Sutton  p.  Sadler,  1867,  8  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  S.,  87. 
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presumed  to  be  lawful  (o)*;  and  omnia  presumenda  solenniter 
acta  (p),^ 

All  presumptions  fix  the  party  against  whom  they  are  pleaded 
with  the  burden  of  proof.  They  have  already  been  noticed  with 
reference  to  that  subject  (g). 

§  294.  In  a  legal  point  of  view,  the  most  important  division  of 
presumptions  is  according  to  their  degrees  of  probative  force  (r). 
In  this  respect  they  are  divided  into  presumptiones  juris  et  dejure — 
presumpttones  Juris  tantura — B,nd  presumptiones  hominis  veljudici8{s). 
The  first  class  are  presumptions  to  which  law  gives  effect  absolute- 
ly, and  which  may  not  be  contradicted  by  any  evidence,  however 
strong  and  clear  {t).  In  some  cases  the  conclusiveness  of  these 
inferences  arises  from  their  natural  strength  ;  but  it  is  often  an 
adventitious  quality  which  law  attaches  to  them  from  reasons  of 
policy  (li).  Presumptions  juris  et  de  jure  are  scattered  over  our 
statute  and  common  law,  and  have  place  both  in  civil  and  criminal 
causes.     The  following  are  the  most  important  of  them : — 

§  296.  (1)  In  all  civil  questions  where  the  rights  of  husband 
and  wife  depend  on  the  birth  of  a  living  child,  it  is  presumed  jwm 
et  dejure  that  it  did  not  live  if  it  was  not  heard  to  cry  (x).  And 
where  the  question  was  whether  the  parents  were  entitled  to  a  be- 
qu^t  left  to  them  on  condition  of  their  "having  two  children  living 
at  any  time,"  the  Court  held  that  the  averments  that  a  second  child 
had  been  bom  alive,  and  continued  to  live  during  three-quarters  of 

(o)  lb.,  4,  45,  17.  (2).  (p)  Stair,  4,  46,  27— Best  on  Presumptions,  74,  et  aeq, 

(q)  Supray  i  6,  et  seq.  (r)  The  division  sometimes  adopted  iviio prtaumptionM 

jmu  ^nd  presumptionei  facii  is  thought  to  be  erroneous.  All  presumptions  Ktefacti; 
both  the  eyidentiary  matter  and  the  inference  being  facts.  («)  Stair,  4,  46, 

12— Eisk.,  4,  2,  36.  {()  Stair  and  Ersk.,  ut  tupra.  (u)  Following 

op  a  Tiew  already  suggested — §  247,  note  (c), — the  peculiarity  oi  pruumpticnea  jurU  et  de 
jmt  may  be  stated  thus — that  ^\iS\A  pretvmpiWMs  jurU  and  preeumptiones  homtnu  velju- 
dieii  harre  their  natural  probative  value  under  a  syllogism  with  the  major  premiss  "  Most 
A  are  B  ;"  in  pretympHonee  juris  et  dejure  law  creates  an  unnaturally  close  connection 
beftween  the  evidentiary  and  the  presumed  facts,  and  raises  the  major  permiss  into  '*  All 
A  are  B."  {z)  Keg.  Maj.,  2,  58— Stair,  2,  6,  19— Ersk.,  1,  6,  40— Dobie  v, 

Bidiardson,  1766,  M.,  6188. 


s  In  like  manner,  of  two  possible  meanings  of  a  deed,  according  to  the  one  of  which 
tke  deed  wiU  be  legal,  according  to  the  other  illegal,  the  law  will  presume  the  former 
to  be  Uie  true  construction ;  Best  on  Evid.,  8d.  ed.,  447.  So  the  law  will  prefer  a  mean- 
ing which  makes  a  deed  valid,  to  one  which  makes  it  void ;  Marwick  v.  Norfolk,  1855, 
4  Ellis  and  Blackb.,  897,  411. 

<  Williams  v.  Eyton,  1869,  4  Hurl,  and  Norm.,  867. 
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•a  boor,  that  it  hail  teen  8e«a  to  breath  repeater,  and  that  its 
heart  had  been  'liatinctl;  felt  to  beat,  were  oot  releTaot,  because  it 
waa  admitted  tbat  the  child  had  oot  been  beard  to  cr;  (y).  Tbe 
role  haa  oot  l*een  applied  iu  proeecotions  for  cbild-marder.^ 

(2)  Law  presoiDCs  that  a  papil  cannot  nnderstand  hie  civil 
righta,  and  therefore  that  contracts  and  oV'ligations  undertaken  by 
him  are  ooll  (2).  It  seems  strange  that  this  rale  should  be  eo  ab- 
Molate,  while  pupils  are  every  day  punished  for  crimes.  A  child 
tielow  seven  years  old,  however,  is  held  not  to  have  understanding 
Mufficieiit  to  cf>mmit  a  criminal  act  (a). 

(3)  A  girl  below  twelve  years  of  age  is  held  to  have  neither 
understanding  nor  physical  development  sufficient  to  consent  to 
aexual  intercourse ;  so  that  proof  even  of  eager  consent  will  not  pre- 
vent a  verdict  of  rape  against  one  having  connection  with  her  (&). 
In  Kngland  it  is  held  on  the  same  grounds  that  a  Kty  below  four- 
teen cannot  commit  a  rape  (c).  Tbe  reverse  has  been  decided  in 
this  country  (d).  A  pupil,  however,  caimot  consent  to  marry  (e) ; 
and  ill  this  question  proof  that  moItVta  «u;)pfea/ oetoton,  althoagb 
ailmitteil  by  the  canon  lawyers,  is  rejected  in  Scotland  (/). 

(4)  The  statutory  crime  of  concealment  of  pregnancy  involves 
the  prcBumption  Juris  et  de  Jure  that  a  woman  who  conceals  her 
condition  fruin  every  person,  and  does  not  call  for  help  at  the  birth, 
hod  a.  criminal  iufliffereuce  about  the  fate  of  her  child  (jr). 

(5)  The  statutes  for  preventing  base  coin  (A),'  and  forged  Bank 
of  Kiiglauil  notes  (i),  have  made  the  possession  by  unauthorised 
[lorBouH  of  counterfeit  coin  or  notes,  or  of  apparatus  for  preparing 
thoiii,  full  [iroof  of  crime,  although  it  is  only  a  strong  presumption 

of  it. 

(g)  RoboTlon  n.  Robcrton.  1836,  11  8.,  297.  This  dedsion,  which  was  peoatmieti 
■K^ixit  ■  very  e.ifor  opinion  of  Lord  Meadowbiuik,  U  tbonght  to  be  qnotionable. 

(1)  Htuir.  1,  10.  IS,  (1)— Enk.,  S.  1.  16.  («}  1  Hame,  36— t  AL,  66S. 

(t)  1  lluino,  808—1  Al..  2X8.  (e)  1  Hale,  630.  {J)  FuIIud, 

1841.2  Swin..  6CJ  (tbiB  decision  was  pronounced  on  circuit)— Bornett,  102. 

(f)  Ersk.,  1 ,  «,  2.  and  Ivory's  note,  184—1  Fraaer,  42.  (/)  Erak.  ib.- 

1  FrnwT,  4B— John»tone  c.  Fernet,  ITtli  November  1770,  P.  C.  M.,  8981. 

(p)  1  Humo,  296— 1  Al.,  168.  (A)  2  W.  IV,  c.  84.  (i)  46  Qao.  III.  c.  89. 

'  III  Englund,  eriilence  of  the  performance  of  an;  vital  eot,  aa  of  the  beating  of  the 
bowt,  ia,  in  civil  c»iiae>>,  proof  that  the  child  -ma  born  alive;  Brock  «.  Eellock,  1861, 
80  L.  J-  Ch.,  4116.  Iu  Scotland,  uiiiier  an  indictment  for  child-mnrder,  the  pneecntor 
mult  prove  tliat  tlie  child  vas  ttdlf  bom,  and  bad  an  existence  separate  from  the 
uiotbor  i  Jean  M-Cuilum,  1868,  S  Irvine,  137. 

*  Coinage  UlTencL-a  Act,  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  99,  H  6,  T,  8,  3S,  24,  26.  The  Act  i 
Will.  IV,  0.  84,  u  tepealil  by  24  and  36  Viot.,  c.  96. 
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(6)  The  law  of  deathbed  makes  facility  and  improper  influence 
a  presumption  juris  et  de  jure  from  the  granter  of  the  deed  being 
at  the  time  of  its  execution  ill  of  the  disease  of  which  he  died,  and 
dying  within  sixty  days  after  its  date,  without  having  been  at  kirk 
or  market  in  the  interval  (4).' 

(7)  Deeds  which  one  who  was  insolvent  at  their  dates,  and 
who  has  afterwards  become  bankrupt,  granted  in  favour  of  conjunct 
or  confident  persons  without  onerous  causes  are  presumed,  juris  et 
dejure,  to  be  fraudulent  devices  to  defeat  the  rights  of  his  credi- 
tors (J), 

(8)  It  is  a  presumption  juris  et  de  jure  that  no  one  is  ignorant 
of  the  law  of  the  land  (m).  Even  a  foreigner  contracting  in  this 
country  is  presumed  to  know  the  law  apphcable  to  the  agreements 
into  which  he  enters  (n), 

§  296.     Presumptiones  juris,  B.nd  presumptiones  hominis  veljudi- 
cw  (o),  (unlike  presumptiones  juris  et  dejure),  may  be  overcome  by 
contrary  evidence.   They  differ  from  each  other  only  in  this,  that j:>rc- 
nmptiones  juris  have  an  established  place  in  law,  partly  on  account 
of  ttieir  natural  strength,  and  partly  from  the  repeated  occurrence 
of  the  facts  from  which  they  flow ;  they  may  be  said  to  spring  from 
the  experience  of  the  law ;  whereas  presumptiones  hominis  veljudi- 
ds  emerge  daily  in  individual  cases,  and  are  suggested  by  the  ex- 
perience of  the  judge  or  jury.     These  two  classes  of  presumptions 
do  not  differ  in  point  of  probative  force.     Both  of  them  admit  of 
various  degrees  of  strength ;  and  a  presumptio  juris  may  be  over- 
come by  ^presumptio  hominis  veljudicis,  as  the  presumption  of  in- 
nocence yields  to  proof  of  circumstances  inferring  guilt.^^ 

(4)  1«96,  c.  4—StaiT,  8,  4,  27— Erek.,  8,  8,  96— Beira  Tr.,  ?  1786,  et  seq, 
(1)  1621,  c.  18—2  Ben*8  Com.,  186.  (m)  Stair,  4,  46,  17,  (20)— Ersk.,  1, 

h  21,  and  8,  8,  64—1  Hume,  26— GIoup  v.  Alexander,  1881,  9  8.,  448. 

(«)  Cloap  17.  Alexander,  tupra,  (o)  Stair,  4,  46,  12— Ersk.,  4,  2,  87. 


*  When  a  holograph  mortU  causa  writing  is  prejudicial  to  the  heir  at  all,  it  is  pre- 
nmed  to  have  heen  executed  on  deathbed,  but  the  contrary  may  be  proved ;  Fairholme 
t.  Fairholme'8  Tra.,  1866, 19  D.,  178. 

^^  **  A.  prtsumptio  Juris  may  be  introduced  either  by  statute  or  custom ;  it  may  have 
ib  origin  in  some  strong  natural  probability,  assented  to  by  the  general  voice  of  man- 
kind, or  in  some  usage  of  trade,  drawing  uniformly  the  same  inference  from  a  certain 
bet,  or  combination  of  facts ;  but,  before  it  can  have  the  authority  of  a  proper  presump- 
t»  juris  it  must  be  recognised  and  take  its  place  as  a  part  of  the  system  to  which  it  be- 
loQgB.  Tin  it  has  been  so  recognised  it  is  fact,  and  not  law."  There  is  no  presumptio 
jmis  that  an  agent,  purchasing  or  selling  for  a  disclosed  foreign  principal,  is  personally 
lisUe.    The  question  in  each  case  is  for  a  jury.    The  presumption  of  fact,  that  the 
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§  297.  In  England  it  would  seem  that  the  distinctlou  between 
these  classes  of  presumptions  lies  in  this,  that  the  judge  is  bound 
to  direct,  and  tiie  jury  to  find,  in  favour  of  a  party  holding  a  jpre- 
swmptio  juris  unrebutted ;  so  that,  if  they  disregard  it,  new  trials, 
totiea  quotieSy  will  be  granted  as  matter  of  right — ^but  that,  on  the 
other  hand,  it  is  discretionary  in  the  Court  to  grant  a  new  trial 
where  the  verdict  is  only  against  a  presumptio  hominis  vd  judi- 
CIS  (p).  Another  difference  between  these  classes  of  presumptions 
in  England  is,  that  wherever  the  facts  which  raise  d^  presumpiio  ju- 
ris appear  on  the  pleadings,  the  Court  will  draw  the  inference  with- 
out the  aid  of  a  jury ;  which  they  will  not  do  when  the  presumption 
is  only  hominis  vel  jvdicis.  As  our  law  of  presimiptions  was  mar 
tured  before  the  introduction  of  jury  trial  in  civil  causes,  and  as 
our  criminal  practice  has  never  allowed  exceptions  from  the  judge  s 
charge,  the  first  of  these  distinctions  has  not  been  established  in 
this  country^  The  second,  however,  is  consistent  with  our  prin- 
ciples and  practice.^^ 

§  298.  Some  presumptiones  jy/ris  can  only  be  redargued  by  writ 
or  oath  of  party ;  while  in  regard  to  others  the  contradictory  proof 
is  unlimited.  All  the  former  class  are  noticed  in  the  following 
chapters,  which  embrace  the  \ea,ding  p7*esump(iones  juris  established 
in  Scotland.^ 


(/>)  Best  on  Presnmptions,  17  and  44 — 1  Phil.,  460.    English  lawyers  are  not  agreed 
under  which  of  these  heads  several  of  their  presumptions  should  be  ranked. 


agent  is  liable,  is  stronger  when  he  buys  than  when  he  sells,  because  it  is  more  easy  to 
suppose  in  the  former  case  than  in  the  latter  that  the  agent  undertakes  specific  imple- 
ment; Millar  v.  Mitehell,  1860,  22  D.,  888— Heald  v.  Kenworthy,  1855,  10  Hurl  and 
Gord.,  742— Green  v,  Kopke,  1866,  18  Scott's  0.  B.,  549. 

1^  Where  the  patent  of  creation  of  a  Peerage  does  not  appear,  it  is  a  fundamental 
proposition  in  peerage  law  that  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  heirs  male,  but  that  pre- 
sumption may  be  rebutted ;  Herries*  Peerage  Claim,  1858,  8  Macqueen,  586,  per  Lord 
Brougham. 

12  Reference  may  here  be  made  to  the  following  statutory  presumptions  under  re- 
cent acts  : — A  bill  of  lading  in  the  hands  of  a  consignee  or  indorsee,  for  value,  is  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  shipment  of  the  goods  entered  in  the  bill  as  against  the  person 
signing  it,  unless  the  holder  has  received  actual  notice,  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  bill 
of  lading,  that  the  goods  were  not  in  fact  laden  on  board :  Provided  that  the  party 
signing  the  bill  may,  if  the  goods  have  not  been  shipped,  exonerate  himself  by  showing 
that  the  misrepresentation  in  the  bill  of  lading  was  caused  without  his  fault  and  by  the 
fraud  of  the  shipper,  or  holder,  or  other  person  through  whom  the  holder  daimis  ;"18 
and  19  Vict.,  c.  Ill,  ?  8. 

When  goods  are  sold  for  a  specified  and  particular  purpose,  warranty  that  they  are 
fit  for  that  purpose  is  implied ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  ?  5.  25  and  26  Vict.,  c.  88, }?  19  and 
20,  provides  that,  after  31st  December  1863,  in  sales  of  articles  with  a  trade  mark,  there 
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CHAPTER  II.— OF  THE  PRESUMPTION  IN  FAVOUR  OF  LIFE. 

§  299.  The  law  of  Scotland  recognises  a  presumption  in  favour 
of  the  continuance  of  life  for  a  reasonable  period,  so  as  to  lay  the 
burden  of  proving  death  upon  the  party  alleging  that  fact  (a),  A 
precise  limit  to  this  presumption  has  not  been  fixed.  Lord  Bank- 
ton  states  it  at  a  hundred  years  (b)  ;  Lord  Stair  says  some  extend 
it  to  that  time,  and  others  only  to  eighty  years  (c)  ;  while  Mr 
Erskine  does  not  define  its  duration  {d)} 

§  300.  Of  course  this  presumption  may  be  overcome  by  direct 
evidence  of  death ;  and  in  several  cases  regarding  persons  supposed 
to  have  died  abroad  the  Court  admitted  evidence  on  this  head  from 
sources  not  strictly  regular,  as  being  the  best  proof  that  the  circum- 
stances admitted  of  (e). 

The  presumption  of  life  may  also  be  overcome  by  circumstances 
which  raise  a  contrary  probability.  The  following  cases  illustrate 
the  views  of  the  Court  on  the  point. 

§  301.  On  the  one  hand  the  presumption  of  life  was  held  not 
to  be  overcome  in  the  following  cases.  Where  a  sailor  in  the 
prime  of  life  disappeared  suddenly  at  a  seaport  in  England,  and  was 
not  heard  of  during  forty  years  afterwards,  the  Court  presumed  that 

(a)  stair,  4,  46,  17  (19)— Ersk.,  4,  2,  86.  (6)  Bank.,  2,  6,  81,  and  see  Car- 

■taiiB  9.  Stewart,  1734,  M.,  11,688,  Elch.  "  Presumption,"  No.  13.  (c)  Stair, 

mtpra.  (d)  In  considering  this  presumption,  the  numher  of  years  at  which  an 

actuary  would  calculate  the  value  of  the  life  ought  to  he  proved,  as  affording  the  datum 
point  of  its  prohahle  duration.  The  Court  could  then  fix  what  additional  years  they 
would  allow,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  (e)  Lawrie  f^.  Drum- 

i&ond,  1670,  M.,  12,648— M'Lerie  v.  Glen,  1707,  M.,  12,665  (Fountainhall)— Henderson 
V.  Horton,  1710,  M.,  12,646— Stewart  v.  Hay,  1760,  M.,  11,675— Forrester  v.  Boucher, 
1760,  M.,  11,674— See  infra,  ?  804,  compared  with  Straiten  v.  Straiten,  1767,  M., 
11,679— Tait,.  482. 


shall  be  implied  a  warranty  that  the  trade  mark  is  genuine ;  and  in  sales  of  articles  on 
the  label  of  which  there  is  a  statement  respecting  "  the  number,  quantity,  measure  or 
weight "  of  the  article,  or  the  place  in  which  it  was  made  or  produced,  a  warranty  shall 
be  implied  that  the  statement  is  in  no  material  respect  untrue,  unless  in  either  case  the 
eontrary  shall  be  expressed  in  writing  signed  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  vendor,  and  delivered 
to  and  accepted  by  the  vendee. 

1  "  We  have  fortunately  no  rule  founded  on  presumptions  derived  from  the  lapse  of 
any  fixed  period  of  time,  and  every  case  which  I  have  ever  seen  shows  how  unwise  it 
wcmld  be  to  attach  any  such  weight  merely  to  the  lapse  of  a  certain  number  of  years, 
without  regard  to  the  age  and  character  of  the  party  and  his  condition  in  life,  and  the 
diancter  of  the  country  in  which  he  waa  last  resident ;"  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope  in 
Rfe  r.  Fife,  1866,  17  D.,  964. 

VOL.  I.  P 


226  PRESUMPTION  OF  LIFE.  §  301- 

he  survived  his  father  who  died  four  months  after  the  disappear- 
ance (/). 

In  1801  a  man  aged  thirty  left  Glasgow  for  America.  The  last 
letter  from  him  (which  was  to  his  brother)  was  dated  in  1804,  and 
he  had  not  been  heard  of  from  that  time  to  the  date  of  the  action 
in  1845.  He  had  never  written  to  his  wife,  having  been  much  dis- 
satisfied with  her  conduct  when  he  left.  About  1803,  when  he  was 
known  to  be  alive,  she  began  to  cohabit  in  Glasgow  with  another 
man,  with  whom  she  continued  to  live  till  his  death  in  1810 ;  and 
during  the  whole  of  the  intervening  period  that  person  and  she 
were  reputed  man  and  wife.  In  a  question  whether  that  person 
and  she  were  married,  and  whether  their  children  (the  one  a  pos- 
thumous child,  and  the  other  born  in  1808)  were  legitimate,  the 
Court  held  that  there  was  not  ground  to  infer  that  the  first  husband 
was  dead  when  the  second  connection  began,  or  at  any  time  during 
its  subsistence,  and  consequently  they  held  that  the  children  were 
illegitimate  (g).  So  where  there  were  letters  in  1819  from  a  per- 
son in  New  York  of  middle  age  stating  that  he  had  then  two  sons, 
it  was  held  in  1834  that  the  lapse  of  the  intervening  years,  and  the 
want  of  intelligence  during  them,  did  not  raise  a  presumption  that 
both  he  and  his  sons  had  died  (A).  Again,  the  Court  held  that  it 
was  not  sufficient  to  infer  death,  that  the  individual,  who  at  the 
date  of  the  action  would  have  been  about  fifty  years  old,  had  gone 
to  Tobago  as  a  sailor,  and  had  not  been  heard  of  for  twenty  years  (i). 
In  another  case  a  man  bred  a  seaman  had  in  1803  left  Liverpool 
for  Pictou ;  and  at  the  time  of  the  action  in  November  1841  no 
tidings  of  him  had  been  received  since  1804.  This  person's  heir 
having  claimed  two  sums,  one  of  which  he  had  right  to  if  his  an- 
cestor had  died  before  the  case  came  into  Court,  while  he  had  only 
right  to  the  other  in  the  event  of  the  ancestor  having  died  either  be- 
fore 1812  or  after  1832 ;  the  Court  considered  it  likely  that  the  ances- 
tor died  before  1841,  and  therefore  allowed  the  heir  to  receive  the 
former  sum  and  corresponding  interest,  on  finding  security  to  ro- 

(/)  Brace  v.  Robson,  1884,  12  S.,  486.  The  qaestion  arose  on  a  claim  by  the  fa- 
ther's trustees,  to  be  aUowed  credit  for  a  debt  due  by  the  son,  which,  twelve  years  after 
the  disappearance,  they  had  paid,  on  the  assumption  that  he  had  survived  his  father. 

{ff)  Lapsley  v,  Grierson,  1845,  8  D.,  84.  This  case  was  very  carefuUy  and  elabo- 
rately considered  both  by  the  bench  and  the  bar.  (h)  Reid  v.  Brown,  1834,  12 
S.,  278.  (0  Campbell  v.  Lament,  1824,  8  S.,  145.  The  point  occurred  in  an 
application  by  the  party's  heir,  to  uplift  a  sum  on  the  presumption  of  death,  and  the 
Court  seemed  willing  to  allow  this  on  caution ;  which,  however,  the  heir  could  not  find. 
See  the  same  case  ten  years  later,  infra,  §  806. 
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peat  in  caae  the  party  had  Burvived ;  but  they  required  the  latter 
som  to  remain  consigned  in  the  meantime,  because  there  were  no 
data  for  ascertaining  the  probable  time  of  the  supposed  death  {k), 

§  302.  In  a  recent  case  where  a  judicial  factor  loco  absentia 
raised  an  action  for  reducing  a  service  obtained  by  one  whose  right 
as  heir  would  have  been  posterior  to  that  of  the  absentee,  if  alive, 
the  defender  pleaded  that  the  factor  had  no  title  to  sue,  and  at  all 
events  that  his  absent  constituent  was  to  be  regarded  as  dead.  It 
appeared  that  about  nineteen  years  previously  the  latter  had  left 
this  country  for  New  Orleans,  that  he  had  not  been  heard  of  since, 
and  that  although  the  succession  had  opened  before  his  departure, 
he  was  likely  not  to  have  known  of  it,  as  it  was  taken  up  by  an- 
other person,  whose  title  was  not  set  aside  until  several  years  after- 
wards. On  these  facts  the  Court,  while  sustaining  the  general 
competency  of  the  pursuer's  title  as  factor  loco  absentia^  were  much 
perplexed  by  the  question  of  the  absentee's  death ;  as  they  did  not 
consider  that  there  was  sufficient  ground  for  holding  the  presump- 
tion of  life  to  be  overcome.  They  ended  in  sustaining  the  compe- 
tency of  the  action,  on  the  absentee's  sisters  (whose  right  was  also 
preferable  to  the  defender's)  becoming  joint  pursuers  with  the  fac- 
tor ;  since,  if  the  absentee  were  alive,  the  instance  of  the  factor  was 
good,  and  if  he  were  dead,  the  sisters  were  entitled  to  sue  (Z).^ 

§  303.  On  the  other  hand  the  presimiption  in  favour  of  life  may 
be  overcome  by  proving  that  the  individual  was  engaged  in  a  peril- 
ous occupation,  that  he  sailed  in  a  vessel  which  has  not  been  heard 
of,  although  it  should  have  long  ago'!reached  its  destination,  or  that 
he  has  been  abroad  for  many  years  without  any  intelligence  show- 
ing that  he  is  still  alive,  especially  if  he  had  previously  been  accus- 
tomed to  correspond  with  his  friends  at  home.  Eegard  is  also  paid 
to  the  circumstance  of  his  friends  or  relations  reputing  him  to  be 


[k)  Garland  v,  Stewart,  1841,  4  D.,  1.  (0  Kennedy  v.  M'Lean,  1861,  18 

D.TOe. 


'  A  labourer  deserted  his  wife  and  child  and  went  to  America.  He  was  never  heard 
6f  sfter  1883.  The  Court  refused  to  hold  that  he  was  dead  in  1850,  when,  if  alive,  he 
voold  have  been  abont  fifty-two  years  of  age ;  Fife  t^.  Fife,  1865,  17  D.,  961.  An  indi- 
▼uinsl  who,  if  alive  in  1862,  would  have  been  seventy  years  old,  was  last  heard  of  in 
Sofi  Scotia  in  1849.  In  1854  his  brother  died,  and  the  succession  to  his  property 
<)p€Bed  to  him  if  he  was  alive.  Careful  inquiries  were  made  about  him  in  the  places 
vi>«re  he  bad  previously  lived,  but  no  information  was  obtained.  In  an  action  by  his 
'cfKeaentatives  it  was  held,  in  1862,  that  the  presumption  for  his  survivance  had  not 
^  overcome ;  Barstow  v.  Cook,  1862,  24  D.,  790. 
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dead  (m).  When  the  Court  consider  the  inference  of  death  to  be 
sufficiently  strong,  they  give  effect  to  it  at  once ;  but  wlien  they 
think  there  is  a  chance,  not  very  remote,  of  the  person  being  still 
alive,  they  require  the  party  claiming  any  succession  or  other  right 
on  the  footing  of  his  death  to  find  security  to  repeat  in  the  event 
of  the  absentee  being  found  to  be  in  life. 

§  304.     Thus  the  presumption  of  life  was  overcome  in  an  old 
case  where  a  soldier  had  gone  to  France  six  or  seven  years  before, 
had  been  engaged  in  a  "  flagrant  war,"  and  had  not  been  heard  of 
since ;  because  the  death  of  private  soldiers  cannot  always  be  ascer- 
tained in  such  cases  (w).     Again,  when  one  had  gone  to  Barbadoes, 
and  after  being  successful  in  business  and  acquiring  a  considerable 
estate  there,  had  become  a  privateer  on  the  coast  of  Jamaica,  had 
not  returned  to  Barbadoes,  and  was  there  reported  to  be  dead,  the 
pursuer,  who  was  his  wife,  having  produced  an  affectionate  letter 
from  him,  dated  about  three  years  before  the  action,  promising  to 
return  to  Scotland  in  a  short  time,  and  having  also  deponed  that 
he  had  not  written  her  since,  and  that  she  did  not  know  of  his  be- 
ing alive;  these  circumstances  were  held  to  overcome  the  presump- 
tion that  he  was  still  in  life  (o).     Death  was  inferred  from  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  person  had  embarked  for  Norway  two  years  be- 
fore, and  that  neither  the  ship  nor  any  on  board  of  her  had  been 
heard  of  since  (p).     Where  an  adjudication  against  one  charged  in 
1739  to  enter  heir  to  his  father  was  challenged  in  1754,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  supposed  heir  was  dead  before  the  date  of   the 
charge,  the  Court,  on  advising  (ex  parte)  a  proof  of  a  current  report 
that  the  heir  had  sailed  from  Philadelphia  in  a  ship  bound  for  the 
West  Indies  which  had  never  been  heard  of  afterwards,  and  was  re- 
ported amissing,  together  with  hearsay  that  the  wife  of  the  master  of 
the  vessel  had  married  again,  sustained  the  reason  of  reduction  (r). 
In  June  1806  a  person  sold  an  estate  for  a  price  payable  by  iiist^- 
ments.     In  the  following  autumn,  having  entered  the  service  of 
the  East  India  Company,  he  sailed  for  India.     The  ship  was  never 
heard  of  after  passing  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope ;  and  the  general  be- 


(m)  For  a  strong  iUuetration  of  this  (although  a  questionable  decision)  see  Aitken  p. 
Goodlets,  1707,  M.,  5553,  M.,  12,646.  Several  instances  where  repute  of  death  was  re- 
garded are  given  below.  (n)  French  v.  E.  Wemyss,  1677,  M.,  12,644.  See  also 
Glendinings  v.  Earlston,  1681,  M.,  12,725.  (o)  Sands  v.  her  Tenants,  1G78, 
M.,  12,645.  This,  being  an  action  of  mails  and  duties  by  the  widow  as  liferentrix  on 
her  husband's  death,  was  a  favourable  case  for  Ihe  pursuer.  (p)  Eiskine  v. 
Stephen,  1622,  M.,  11,656.  (r)  Forrester  v.  Boucher,  1670,  M.,  11,674.  The 
report  does  not  state  when  the  vessel  sailed. 
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lief  was  that  she  had  foundered  at  sea  and  that  all  on  board  had 
perished.  One  of  the  instalments,  becoming  due  at  Whitsunday 
1808,  was  lodged  by  the  purchaser  with  the  seller's  banker.  On  2d 
November  3808  the  seller's  brother  was  served  heir  to  him  on  the 
CYidence  of  two  witnesses  deponing  to  the  propinquity  and  the  be- 
lief of  the  family  that  the  seller  died  in  India.  The  case  came  be- 
fore the  Court  in  January  1811,  in  a  suspension  by  the  purchaser 
of  a  threatened  charge  for  payment  of  the  instalments  then  due. 
Their  Lordships  considered  the  case  a  very  doubtful  one ;  and  on 
their  suggestion  it  was  arranged  by  the  brother  finding  security  to 
warrant  the  purchaser  against  all  risk  from  the  payment,  the  bond 
of  caution  being  limited  to  seven  years  from  24th  January  1811  («). 
§  305.  Again,  where  trustees  had  been  appointed  to  divide  a 
sum  at  the  death  of  two  annuitants  for  £1 0  each,  and  it  appeared 
that  both  of  them  had  gone  abroad,  the  one  as  a  private  soldier,  and 
the  other  as  a  common  sailor,  that  neither  had  been  heard  of  for 
thirty-two  years,  and  it  was  reported  that  the  soldier  had  been 
wounded  in  the  battle  of  Walcheren, — ^the  Court,  after  advertise- 
ments in  Scotch  and  English  newspapers,  allowed  the  sum  to  be 
paid  to  the  party  ultimately  entitled  to  it,  on  a  personal  bond  being 
granted  by  him  and  his  two  sons  to  make  the  annuity  and  arrears 
furthcoming,  if  the  annuitants  claimed  them  {t).  In  another  case 
the  Court  allowed  the  substitutes  in  certain  legacies  to  uplift  them 
on  caution,  where  the  legatees  first  favoured  were  two  brothers, 
sailors,  one  of  whom  had  been  absent  for  thirty-four,  and  the  other 
for  twenty-four  years,  the  latest  intelligence  from  the  former  having 
been  about  one  year  after  his  departure  (during  which  year  he  had 
written  several  letters  home),  and  no  letters  having  ever  been  re- 
ceived from  the  latter  (w).  A  similar  course  was  followed  as  to  a 
person  who  had  left  twenty-five  years  before  for  the  East  Indies, 
and  was  reputed  to  be  dead  {x).  So  where  a  legacy  was  left  to  one 
who  was  in  the  Eastern  seas  at  the  time,  and  failing  him  to  his  sis- 
ter, the  Court,  on  account  of  his  absence  for  seventeen  years  with- 
out any  intelligence,  allowed  her  representatives  to  uplift  it  on 
caution  (y).  In  another  case  a  question  arose  in  1849,  as  to  the 
succession  by  conquest  to  James,  the  third  eldest  of  five  brothers, 
Andrew,  Samuel,  James,  Matthew,  and  William.    Samuel,  who  was 

(a)  L.  Ashbupton  v,  Baillie,  7th  February  1811,  F.  C.  (0  Stirling  r.  Mqc- 

kenzie,  1847,  9  D.,  923.  (u)  Fettes  v,  Gordon,  1825,  4  S.,  149.    The  ages  are 

*^  reported.  (z)  Hyslop  v.  Gordon,  1830,  8  S.,  919.    Age  not  reported. 

(y)  Ruthven  v.  Clark,  1628,  M.,  11,629,  8048.  It  was  said  that  the.  expense  of  a 
proof  vould  have  exhausted  the  legacy. 
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a  seaman  in  the  royal  navy,  had  not  been  heard  of  since  1814 ;  if 
alive  at  the  date  of  the  action,  he  would  have  been  in  his  sixty- 
third  year ;  Andrew  had  predeceased  James ;  and  his  daughter,  on 
the  footing  that  Samuel  also  had  predeceased  James  without  issue, 
made  up  a  title  as  heir  of  conquest  to  James,  and  entered  into  pos- 
session. It  appeared  that  there  was  a  common  belief  in  Samuel's 
death,  and  that  repeated  advertisements  in  the  newspapers  had 
failed  to  bring  forward  either  him  or  any  one  claiming  to  be  his 
heir.  The  two  younger  brothers,  Matthew  and  WiUiam,  having 
applied  to  the  Court  for  the  appointment  of  a  factor  loco  abserUis  to 
Samuel,  who,  they  contended,  might  be  aUve,  or  might  have  left 
issue,  the  application  was  refused  on  Andrew's  daughter  finding 
caution  for  the  full  rents  drawn  and  to  be  drawn  by  her,  which  she 
would  have  to  repeat  in  case  it  turned  out  that  she  was  not  the  true 
heir.  The  Court  gave  no  sanction  to  her  selling  the  estate ;  and 
she  would  have  had  considerable  difficulty  in  doing  so,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  state  of  the  title  (z), 

§  306.     Again,  where  it  was  proved  that  a  man  had  gone  to  To- 
bago as  a  sailor,  had  soon  afterwards  taken  service  on  board  a  priva- 
teer, there  being  hearsay  that  a  boat  in  which  he  was  had  been 
swamped,  and  that  he  had  been  drowned ;  and  where  he  had  not 
been  heard  of  for  twenty-nine  years,  and  his  family,  after  making 
inquiries,  believed  him  to  be  dead,  the  Court  allowed  his  heir  (with- 
out finding  caution)  to  uplift  a  capital  sum  which  belonged  to 
him  (a).     So  where  decree  had  been  obtained  against  a  woman  for 
payment  of  articles  furnished  for  her  house-keeping,  and  she  sus- 
pended a  threatened  charge  thereupon  on  the  ground  that  her  hus- 
band had  not  been  called  in  the  action,  it  was  held  a  relevant  an- 
swer that  he  had  been  out  of  the  country  for  twenty  years,  and  that 
she  was  reputed  a  widow  (6).     In  a  claim  for  terce  and  jtLS  relictae 
it  was  held  sufficient  to  infer  the  husband's  death  that  one  of  the 
same  name,  and  appearing  from  the  circumstances  to  be  the  same 
person,  had  been  hired  to  go  to  the  East  India  Company's  factories 
in  Bengal  about  nineteen  years  before,  and  had  not  been  heard  of 
since,  that  he  was  commonly  reputed  to  be  dead,  and  that  the  pur- 
suer had  on  that  footing  been  paid  part  of  his  wages  by  the  India 
Company  (c).* 

(z)  Chalmers  v,  Camithers,  1849,  11  D.,  1369.  (a)  CampbeU  v,  Campbell's 

Tr.,  1884,  12  S.,  382.     See  the  same  case  ten  years  earlier,  supra,  f  801. 

(6)  Hay  v.  Corstorphine,  1663,  M.,  6966.  (c)  Hogg  v.  Hume,  1706,  M.,  12,645. 

a  A  man  was,  in  1868,  held  to  be  dead  who  in  1866  left  New  Zealand  for  Sidney  ; 
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§  307.  It  is  not  a  sufficient  ground  for  inferring  death,  that  the 
person's  heir  has  expede  a  service  to  him  (d),  or  has  taken  out  con- 
finnation  as  his  executor  (e),  both  of  these  proceedings  being  ex 
parte.  They  may,  however,  be  relevant  circumstances  in  the 
case  (/) ;  and  imder  the  modern  practice  the  publication  v^hich 
precedes  a  service  makes  it  a  more  valuable  adminicle  of  evidence, 
than  was  a  service  in  the  old  form  (g), 

§  308.  The  greatly  increased  communication  vnth  most  foreign 
countries,  and  the  admirable  postal  arrangements  over  nearly  the 
whole  world,  ought,  in  most  cases,  to  make  a  shorter  period  of  ab- 
sence sufficient  to  infer  death,  than  was  recognised  in  former  times. 

§  309.  In  England  the  presumption  of  life  ceases  with  seven 
year's  absence,  on  the  analogy  of  the  statutes  1  James  I,  cap.  11, 
§  2,  regarding  bigamy,  and  19  Charles  II,  cap.  6,  §  2,  regarding 

(d)  L.  iuBhburton  v.  Baillle,  7th  February  1811,  F.  C— CampbeU  v.  Lamont,  1824, 
3  S.,  145— Reid  ».  Brown,  1854,  12  S.,  278.  (e)  French  r.  E.  Wemyss,  1677, 

H^  12,644— Bannermans  v.  Bannerman,  1788,  M.,  11,662— Bnm  v.  Ogilyie,  1763,  M., 
11,667.  (/)  Gases  in  two  preceding  notes.  (^)  10  and  11  Vict., 

c47.H. 


the  ^p  never  having  reached  Sidney  or  been  heard  of  again ;  Korris,  1858,  Swab,  and 
Trist.  Prob.,  p.  6. 

Mr  Fairholme,  of  Chapel,  died  in  May  1863.  He  destined  his  personal  estate  to  his 
nephew.  Lieutenant  James  Fairholme,  and  failing  him,  to  George  Fairholme,  brother 
of  James.  George  Fairholme  claimed  the  personal  estate  on  the  ground  that  his  brother 
had  predeceased  the  testator.  Lieutenant  James  Fairholme  left  England  in  May  1846 
along  with  Sir  John  Franklin's  expedition  to  the  Arctic  Seas.  The  party  consisted  of 
one  hundred  and  thirty-three  individuals.  They  wintered  in  Beachy  Island ;  but  were 
not  heard  of  afterwards  till  1854;  when  Dr  Baa,  a  chief  factor  in  the  Hudson's  Bay  Com- 
pany's service,  was  told  by  the  Esquimaux  that,  about  the  spring  of  1850,  they  had 
teen  a  party  of  about  forty  white  men  near  the  north  shore  of  the  island  caUed  King 
William's  Land ;  that  they  seemed  thin,  and  were  supposed  to  be  in  want  of  provisions ; 
snd  the  Esquimaux  (whose  language  none  of  them  could  speak)  understood  that  their 
ship  had  been  crushed  by  the  ice,  and  that  they  were  going  in  sesirch  of  deer.  At  a 
later  date,  in  the  same  season,  the  dead  bodies  of  thirty  persons  were  discovered  by  the 
Eaquimaox  on  the  continent,  at  a  place  supposed  to  be  Back's  River.  Various  articles 
vere  lying  bedde  them ;  and,  among  other  things,  a  silver  fork  which  was  deponed  to 
as  having  belonged  to  Lieutenant  Fairholme.  Fresh  bones  and  feathers  of  geese  were 
foimd  near  the  dead  bodies ;  and  it  was  proved  that  the  wild  fowl  did  not,  in  their 
migrationa,  reach  that  part  of  the  coast  till  about  the  end  of  May.  Witnesses  conver- 
tBsA  with  the  locality  deponed  that  it  was  nearly  impossible  that  any  of  those  who  ac- 
companied the  expedition  could  have  survived  so  long  as  1853  without  having  been  heard 
cf.  In  these  circumstances  the  Court  ordered  payment  to  Gkorge  Fairholme  of  his 
vnde's  personal  estate,  without  requiring  caution ;  Fairholme  v.  Fairholme's  Trs.,  1858, 
^  D.,  813.  In  an  English  case,  Sir  John  Bomilly  held  that  a  sailor  who  formed  one  of 
Sir  John  Franklin's  expedition,  and  who,  when  he  sailed,  was  young  and  strong,  hud 
tmrvived  January  1850 ;  Ommaney  v,  Stilwell,  1856,  28  Beavan's  Ch.,  328. 


I 


232  PRESUMPTION  OF  LIFE.  §  309- 

leases ;  in  both  of  which  that  period  is  prescribed  (A).     But  this 
rule  raises  no  inference  as  to  the  time  of  the  supposed  death  (i).* 

§  310.  Puzzling  questions  of  succession  sometimes  arise  where 
persons  died  from  the  same  calamity,  as  in  cases  of  shipwreck, 
battle,  suffocation,  and  the  like.  Some  codes  have  laid  down  gene- 
ral rules  of  presumption  for  such  cases,  where  the  circumstances  do 
not  indicate  which  person  was  the  survivor.  Thus  in  the  Roman 
law,  where  a  father  and  a  son  fell  in  the  same  battle,  the  son  was 
held  to  have  survived ;  and  where  a  father,  or  mother,  and  son 
perished  in  the  same  calamity  (e.g.,  shipwreck),  the  question  de- 
pended on  whether  the  son  was  above  puberty ;  if  he  was,  he  was 
held  to  have  survived ;  if  not,  his  father  or  mother  was  presumed 
to  have  outlived  him  (k).  In  the  case  of  a  husband  and  wife,  the 
former  was  held  to  have  survived  (I).  By  the  Code  Napoleon  (m), 
"  if  those  who  perished  together  were  less  than  fifteen  years  old, 
the  older  of  them  is  presumed  to  have  survived ;  if  they  were  both 
beyond  sixty  years  old,  the  younger  is  presumed  to  have  survived  ; 
and  if  one  of  them  was  within  fifteen  and  the  other  beyond  sixty, 
the  former  is  presumed  to  have  survived ;"  if  they  were  both  with- 
in these  extremes  and  of  different  sexes,  the  male  is  held  the  sur- 
vivor, unless  tlie  difference  between  the  ages  exceeded  a  year ;  and 
if  they  were  of  the  same  sex,  the  law,  favouring  the  order  of  nature, 
holds  that  the  younger  died  last.  In  Mr  Becks  valuable  treatise  («) 
the  medical  jurisprudence  of  such  questions  is  fully  considered,  and 
the  decisions  both  in  the  English  and  foreign  Courts  are  carefully 
analysed.  It  will  there  be  seen  that  in  some  cases  the  less  robust 
persons  usually  survive — as  the  youngest  where  all  are  overtaken 
with  thirst,  and  the  women,  where  both  men  and  women  die  of 
suffocation  from  carbonic  acid  gas.  Important  evidence  may  often 
be  derived  from  the  relative  positions  of  the  bodies  ;  and  in  every 


(A)  See  1  PhU.,  449— Best  on  Prcsump.,  190.  (0  See  1  Phil,,  ib.— Beet 

oil  Prcsump.,  191.  (A)  Dig.,  L.  84,  T.  5  (de  rebtu  dubiia),  9,  §§  1,  4,  and  L. 

34,  T.  5,  22.  (/)  lb.,  L.  84,  T.  6,  9,  I  8.  («i)  Code  Civil,  g  720, 

1,  2.  (n)  Beck's  Med.  Jurispr.,  889. 


3  Best  on  Evidence,  3tl  ed.,  509.  This  presumption,  however,  does  not  hold  where, 
from  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  there  was  no  probability  that  the  person  would  have 
been  heard  of  though  alive ;  Bowden  ».  Henderson,  1864,  2  Smale  and  Giff.  Ch.,  860. 

Probate  in  England  was  granted  of  a  will  as  by  a  widow  who  died  in  February  1867. 
Her  husband  had  gone  to  America,  and  had  reached  Albany,  New  York,  in  April  1860, 
andpiad  not  been  heard  of  since,  though  inquiries  had  been  instituted ;  Elizabeth  How, 
1858,  Swabcy  and  Trist.  Probate,  63. 
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case  there  should  be  an  inquiry  into  the  existence  of  any  disease  or 
peculiarity  of  constitution  tending  to  acQBlerate  death. 

§  311.  Several  cases  have  occurred  in  England  on  this  subject, 
but  without  bringing  out  any  fixed  presumptions ;  and  the  result 
seems  to  be,  that  each  question  must  be  remitted  to  a  jury  for  de- 
cision on  its  own  circumstances  (o).  A  recent  writer  (p)  on  that 
law  remarks,  that  if  the  plaintiff  can  show  no  further  evidence  than 
the  assumption  that  from  age  or  sex  one  party  struggled  longer 
than  another,  it  seems  that  no  decree  would  be  given  in  favour  of 
the  claim.* 

No  authority  in  the  law  of  Scotland  has  been  found  on  these 

points.* 


CHAPTER  IlI-^F  THE  PRESUMPTION  PATER  EST  QUEM  NUPTIAE 

DEMONSTRANT 

§  312.  Law  justly  presumes  the  legitimacy  of  all  who  are  con- 
ceived during  lawful  wedlock,  according  to  the  maxim  of  the  Eoman 
junsts^er  est  quern  nupttae  demonstrant  (a).  This  presumption 
applies  only  where  there  was  such  an  interval  between  the  marriage 
and  the  birth  that,  by  the  laws  of  nature,  the  conception  can  reason- 
atly  be  believed  to  have  taken  place  during  marriage  (6). 

(o)  Best  on  Presumptions,  p.  193,  201— -Taylor,  130— See  Sillickr.  Booth,  1  Young 
t»dCoU  117,  126,  per  Knight  Bruce,  V.  C.  (/?)  Best  on  Presumptions, 

P  201, 2.  (a)  Dig.,  L.  2,  T.  4,  6— Stair,  3,  8,  42— Erak.,  1,  6,  49— Bankt.,  1,  2, 

8- Wallace,  264— -Tait,  488.  This  presumption  is  fuUy  and  ably  treated  of  by  Mr  Fraaer, 
^Pttt.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  1,  et  $eq.  (6)  Authorities  in  note  (a).     In  England  a 


*  In  Wing  r.  Angrave,  1860,  House  of  Lords,  30,  L.  J.  Ch.,  65,  it  was  held  that 
tk€n  several  persons  die  from  the  same  cause,  there  is  no  presumption  either  that 
fcy  all  died  at  the  same  time,  or  that  any  one  of  them  died  before  the  others.  When, 
•a  4  wreck  at  sea,  a  husband  and  wife  were  swept  overboard  and  drowned,  the  Court 
i^W  that  they  could  not  decide  which  of  them  died  first ;  Underwood  v.  Wing,  1865, 
2*  L  J.  Ch.,  29a— Best  on  Evidence,  3d  ed.,  512. 

*  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act's  Amendment,  1862,  26  and  26  Vict.,  c.  63,  enacts  (§ 
-1),  that  in  all  proceedings  for  recovery  of  wages,  as  having  been  due  to  seamen  or  ap- 
pf^itices lost  with  the  ships  to  which  they  belonged,  if  "it  is  shown  by  some  official 
frtwn  produced  out  of  the  custody  of  the  Registrar  General  of  Seamen,  or  by  other 
f?ideiioe,  that  the  ship  has,  twelve  months  or  upwards  before  the  institution  of  the  pro- 
***^iag,left  a  port  of  departure,  and  if  it  is  not  shown  that  she  has  been  heard  of  with- 
^  ttfclve  months  after  such  departure,  she  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  lost,  with  all 
^■^  on  board,  either  immediately  after  the  time  she  was  last  heard  of,  or  at  such 
ater  time  as  the  Court  hearing  the  case  may  think  probable." 
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§  313.     The  presumption  has  no  place  in  proving  the  paternity 
of  one  who  claims  legitimation  per  subsequena  matrimonium  (c). 
Lord  Stair  lays  down  that  it  holds  whether  the  marriage  is  regular 
or  clandestine,  provided  the  parties  could  have  contracted  a  lawful 
marriage  (d).    It  also  seems  to  apply  where  the  children  were  bom 
during  a  cohabitation  which  followed  on  a  promise  of  marriage  (e). 
But  where  a  man,  sued  to  fulfil  a  promise  of  marriage  followed  by 
copula,  admitted  that  he  had  had  intercourse  with  the  pursuer,  and 
that  on  her  becoming  pregnant  he  had,  by  her  urgent  desire,  given 
her  a  writing  acknowledging  that  he  had  previously  promised  to 
marry  her,  but  where  he  stated  that  he  had  not  had  connection  with 
her  afterwards, — the  defence  to  the  action  being  that  the  pursuer 
had  subsequently  become  pregnant  to  another  man, — ^the  Court  held 
that  the  presumption  pater  est,  Ac,  was  not  sufficient  to  prove  that 
the  second  child  had  been  begotten  by  the  defender,  and  they  there- 
fore required  the  pursuer  (apparently  before  answer)  to  state  whether 
she  could  prove  any  cohabitation  after  the  date  of  the  writing  (/). 
This  case  justly  recognises  a  distinction  between  a  promise  which 
has  been  followed  by  cohabitation,  and  a  promise  with  isolated 
coitus;  holding  that  the  latter  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion in  question.^ 

§  314.  Of  course  this  presumption  applies  if  the  husband  has 
had  access  to  his  wife  at  the  commencement  of  the  ordinary  period 
of  gestation.  As,  however,  exceptional  periods  not  unfrequently 
occur,  the  presumption  covers  these  within  certain  reasonable 
limits ;  because  law  both  presumes  against  adultery  and  in  favour 
of  legitimacy.     Accordingly,  while  the  common  period  of  gestation 

child  is  presumed  to  be  legitimate  although  bom  within  a  day  after  the  marriage ;  and 
the  shortness  of  the  interval  is  only  an  element  in  the  evidence  by  which  the  presump- 
tion may  be  overcome ;  Co.  on  Litt.,  244,  a — 1  RoUe's  Abridg.,  858,  voce  Bastard,  letter 
B— 1  Blackst.  (Stewart's  8d  ed.),  570— King  v,  Luffe,  1807,  8  East.,  198,  208.  The 
ground  for  this  anomaly  is,  that  the  English  law  not  admitting  legitimation  per  ntUe- 
quent  matritnonium  (as  Scotch  law  does),  yet  refuses  to  bastardise  the  child  of  parents 
who  were  married  during  its  gestation ;  Blackst.,  tU  supra. 

(c)  Innes  o.  Innes,  1835,  18  S.,  1050 ;  affd.  2  Sh.  and  M'L.,  417.  {d)  Stair, 

8,  8,  42,  and  4,  45,  20.  {e)  Stair,  tupra;  and  see  Craig,  2,  18,  19,  21. 

(/)  Baptie  ».  Barclay,  1665,  M.,  8418,  Gilmour's  report.  The  report  by  Stair  (M ., 
ib.)  does  not  state  that  the  proof  was  only  before  answer,  but  bears  broadly,  '*  the  l^ords 
found  that  the  presumption  was  not  sufficient  unless  it  had  been  a  formal  marriage." 


1  In  the  case  of  Walker  v.  Walker,  1857, 19  D.,  290,  a  person  born  before  the  mar- 
riage of  his  mother  was  held  to  be  the  son  of  the  man  she  afterwards  married,  although 
his  mother,  when  of  an  advanced  age,  and  after  her  husband's  death,  emitted  a  declara- 
tion to  the  contrary. 
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is  280  days  (that  is  nine  calendar  months  and  a  week,  or  ten  lunar 
months)  (y),  the  presumption  in  question  applies  if  the  husband 
has  had  access  any  time  not  later  than  six  complete  lunar  months(A), 
which  is  a  week  or  two  shorter  than  the  period  which  physiologists 
consider  necessary  for  maturing  a  Kving  child  (i). 

Protracted  gestations  are  rare  in  comparison  with  those  which 
are  accelerated ;  and  therefore  the  other  limit  to  the  presumption 
is  only  ten  months  (A).  It  has  not  been  settled  whether  this  means 
calendar  or  lunar  months ;  but  the  weight  both  of  authority  and 
reason  is  thought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  longer  period  (I).  If  the 
only  opportunities  for  access  have  been  either  later  or  earlier  than 


{g)  Beck,  Med.  Juriflp.,  866 — Taylor,  Med.  Jurisp.,  568 — Evidence  in  Gordon  Peer- 
age case,  and  in  Innes  v.  Innes,  1887,  2  Sh.  and  M'L.,  417,  18  S.,  1050. 

(A)  Stair,  8,  3,  42— Bankt.,  1,  2,  8— Ersk.,  1,  6,  50— WaUace,  264— Tait,  489—2 
Phaser,  1 — Routledge  v.  Gamithers,  19th  May  1812,  F.  C,  per  L.  President — Lepper  v. 
Brown,  1802,  Hnme  D.,  488— See  also  Jobson  v,  Reid,  1832,  10  S.,  594;  7  F.  C,  456. 
The  Soman  law  recognised  six  solar  months ;  Dig.,  L.  1,  T.  5,  12.  Our  law  has  from 
fiftTonr  to  legitimacy  substituted  lunar  months ;  Ersk.,  ut  mpra. 

(•')  It  seems  to  be  nearly  agreed  among  medical  jurists  that  a  seven  month's  child 
may  live  and  thrive,  that  a  child  of  less  than  six  months  will  not  survive,  except  per- 
haps for  a  few  minutes,  and  that  a  child  bom  between  six  and  seven  months  of  concep- 
tion will  be  sickly  but  may  live.  Consequently,  if  the  child  is  fully  matured  and 
healthy,  there  is  very  strong  ground  for  doubting  whether  it  could  have  been  conceived 
less  than  seven  calendar  months  before  delivery ;  Beck,  862 — Taylor,  518,  et  seq.  Ac- 
cordingly, in  Heathcote's  divorce  bill  (1851, 1  Macq.,  277),  where  the  wife's  adultery 
vas  proved,  and  she  bore  a  full-grown  child  six  lunar  months  and  one  week  after  her 
hosband's  return  from  abroad  to  her  society,  the  bill  was  passed,  and  contained  a  clause 
hastvdising  the  child.  But  in  M'Lean's  divorce  bill  (1851,  1  Macq.,  278),  where  it  was 
dearly  proved  that  the  wife  had  committed  adultery  before  leaving  England  to  join  her 
husband  in  India,  and  she  bore  a  child  seven  lunar  months  and  a  day  after  she  rejoined 
him,  the  House  of  Lords  passed  the  bill,  but  refused  to  Introduce  a  bastardising  clause. 
As  no  one  attends  the  House  to  protect  the  interests  of  the  child,  their  Lordships  require 
a  strong  case  to  be  made  out  before  they  introduce  a  clause  of  bastardy ;  1  Macq.,  ut  mpra, 

{k)  Bankt.,  1,  2,  8— Ersk.,  1,  6,  49— Tait,  489—2  Fraser,  1.  See  also  next  note, 
^air,  8,  8,  42,  somewhat  loosely  mentions  the  presumptive  period  as  at  nine,  ten,  or 
even  eleven  months. 

(Q  As  the  presumption  was  originally  derived  from  the  civil  law,  the  solution  of  this 
question  may  partly  depend  on  the  mode  of  calculating  time  which  that  law  referred  to. 
The  Digest  (L.  1,  T.  5,  12— L.  88,  T.  16,  8,  g  11, 12)  lays  down  both  the  six  and  ten 
month's  periods  on  the  authority  of  Hippocrates,  who  defines  the  month  at  thirty  days. 
(Hipp,  de  partu  octomestri  (adfinetn)^  Frankfort  ed.,  1596,  page  222.)  This  is  consistent 
vith  the  time  pointed  at  by  the  Twelve  Tables,  which  decree  that  a  child  bom  ten  months 
after  the  husband's  death  shall  be  held  legitimate.  (Table  4,  Law  8.  See  Bouchaud 
nr  XII  Tab.,  torn,  i,  p.  478.)  Taking  the  Greek  calendar  at  the  date  when  the  tables 
vers  compiled  (B.C.  450),  months  of  thirty  days  will  be  the  rule ;  and  by  the  Roman 
redooning  the  result  will  be  nearly  the  same — eight  of  the  Roman  months  alternating 
thirty-one  and  twenty-nine  days,  and  of  the  remaining  four  months,  one  numbering 
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these  periods  respectively,  the  presumption  in  question  does  not 
apply,  and  therefore  the  legitimacy  of  the  child  must  be  proved ; 
so  great  a  departure  from  the  usual  period  of  gestation  reversing 
the  burden  of  proof  {m), 

§  315.  In  actions  of  filiation  of  children  bom  bastards  the  Court 
have  assoilzied  the  defender,  when  the  pursuer's  case  depended  on 
an  alleged  gestation  of  301  days  («),  of  306  days  (o),  and  of  eleven 
lunar  months — 308  days  (jt>).  8o  an  admitted  connection,  five 
months  before  delivery,  was  held  not  to  raiJse  a  semiplena  probaito 
of  paternity  (r);  while  in  another  case,  the  unusual  period  of  gesta- 

twenty -eight  and  the  other  three  twenty-nine  days.  (Smith's  Diet,  of  Greek  and  Bo- 
man  Antiq.,  Art.  CcUendarium,  2d  ed.,  p.  229.) 

According  to  TouiUer,  the  Roman  law  meant  months  of  thirty  days.  (/><  droit  dvU, 
torn,  ii,  pp.  113, 116.)  This  is  also  the  opinion  of  Attorney-General  CJopely  (Lord  Lynd- 
hurst)  in  summing  up  officially,  and  not  as  counsel  for  either  claimant,  the  evidence  in 
the  Gardner  Peerage  case.  (Separate  Report,  p.  828.)  Bouchaud,  citing  Hippocrates 
and  Galen,  holds  that  solar  months  were  intended,  and  he  defines  them  at  thirty  days 
ten  hours  and  thirty  minutes  (Sur  XII  Tables^  tom.  i,  p.  481,  2);  and  £rskine  takes 
the  same  view  (B.  1,  T.  6,  g  60),  which  is  supported  hy  the  Cod.  Justin.,  L.  7,  T.  68, 
6,  pr.  Opposite  opinions  on  the  question  whether  ten  calendar  or  ten  lunar  months  form 
the  rule,  were  expressed  by  the  Lords  Ordinary  GiUies  and  Meadowbank  in  an  import- 
ant case,  which  the  Court  decided  on  other  grounds;  Sandy  v.  Sandy,  4th  July  1881, 
2  S.,  406  (new  ed.). 

Independently  of  the  Roman  law,  there  seems  to  be  good  ground  for  fixing  the  time 
at  ten  cal(.'udar  months ;  because  the  analogy  of  the  six  month's  period  for  tho  accele- 
rated delivery  requires  the  usual  period  of  ten  lunar  months  to  be  extended,  so  as  to 
cover  cases  of  occasional  protraction.  This  view  is  supported  by  a  case  of  filiation  wbaro 
the  Court  found  a  party  liable  for  the  aliment  of  a  bastard,  although  the  only  aUeged 
or  proved  connection  was  exactly  ten  calendar  months  before  the  birth ;  Morrison  v. 
Kirk,  7th  February  1796,  not  reported,  but  cited  at  length  in  the  pursuer's  "Informa- 
tion "  in  Sandy  v.  Sandy,  mpra. 

Medical  jurists  are  not  agreed  as  to  the  probability,  or  even  the  existence  of  cases  of 
protracted  gestation.  The  correct  view  seems  to  be  that  a  delay  of  two  or  three  weeks 
beyond  the  ordinary  period  is  not  unfrequcnt,  and  that  there  are  well  established  cases 
of  gestation  for  forty-four  and  even  forty-six  weeks ;  that  is,  four  to  six  weeks  beyond 
the  common  period ;  See  Taylor,  Med.  Jur.,  628,  et  seg. — Beck,  Med.  Jur.,  863,  et  seq. — 
The  medical  evidence  in  the  Gardner  Peerage  case,  and  in  Innes  v.  Innes,  1887,  2  Sh. 
and  M'L.,  417,  18  S.,  1050.  was  very  contradictory  on  this  point. 

By  the  Code  Civil  (§  316),  "  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  bom  three  hundred  days  after 
the  dissolution  of  the  marriage  cannot  be  contested." 

(m)  In  the  Gardner  Peerage  case,  where  the  period  founded  on  was  three  hundred 
and  eleven  days  (eleven  lunar  months  and  three  days)  a  deal  of  proof  was  gone  into, 
and  the  Hoxisc  of  Lords,  without  entering  into  the  discussion  of  (he  uUimum  tempus,  de- 
cided against  the  legitimacy.  See  also  Reid  v.  Jobson,  1832,  10  S.,  694,  7  F.  C,  466, 
S.  C— 2  Fraser,  6.  (n)  Innes  v.  Innes,  1837,  2  Sh.  and  M*L.,  417,  afiSnning 

13  S.,  1060.  (o)  Boyd  v.  Kerr,  1848,  6  D.,  1218.  (p)  Steward  v. 

M'Keand,  1774,  M.,  11,664,  6  Sup.,  664,  Hailes,  695,  S.  C.  (r)  Paul  v.  GU- 

mour,  1824,  3  S.,  368.     See  also  Aitken  v.  Mitchell,  1806,  Hume,  489—1^  per».  Brown, 
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tion  alleged  (six  lunar  months  and  twenty-two  days)  was  one  of  the 
grounds  on  which  the  Court  held  the  paternity  not  proved,  the  child 
being  full  grown  («).  An  opposite  result  however  was  arrived  at 
where  the  defender  had  opportunities  of  access  eight  lunar  months 
(except  four  days)  before  the  birth  (<) ;  and  a  proved  connection 
exactly  ten  calendar  months  before  birth,  with  the  woman's  oath  in 
supplement  that  the  child  was  then  begotten,  was  held  suflBcient  {u). 
In  all  such  cases,  therefore,  the  unusual  period  of  alleged  gestation 
is  held  to  be  an  important  element  in  the  proof,  making  it  likely 
that  some  other  person  than  the  defender  had  begot  the  child 
about  the  ordinary  period.  It  therefore  lays  the  onus  probandi  on 
the  mother ;  whereas  in  questions  of  legitimacy  the  presumption 
paier  est,  Ac,  protects  all  cases  within  the  prescribed  periods,  al- 
though the  circumstance  of  unusual  gestation  may  be  an  important 
element  in  the  proof  adduced  to  overcome  the  presumption  (v).^ 

§  316.  Although  the  child  of  a  married  woman  may  have  been 
bom  during  the  period  covered  by  the  presumption  pater  est  quern 
nuptiae  demonstrant,  that  presumption  may  be  overcome  by  proof 
that  the  husband  could  not  have  begotten  it. 

§  317.  This  may  arise  from  the  husband  being  impotent  (w). 
The  case  then  assumes  a  very  difficult  and  delicate  character,  and 
has  generally  to  be  solved  by  the  medical  jurist.  If  the  husband  is 
dead  the  conditions  of  his  organs  will  be  important  (x)  ;  and  the 


1802,  Hume,  488.    In  Keid  o,  Johnston,  1832,  7  F.  C,  456,  a  child  bom  one  day  less 
tium  six  months  after  the  marriage,  was,  after  a  proof,  held  to  be  a  bastard. 

(«)  FoUey  v.  Douglas,  1848,  10  D.,  1424.  (t)  Robertson  v.  Petrie,  1826, 

4  8.,  838.  (ti)  Morrison  v.  Kirk,  not  reported.    Lord  Meadowbank's  notice 

of  this  case  in  Sandy  v,  Sajidy,  2  S.  (new  ed.),  408,  is  corrected  in  the  Session  Papers 
of  Sandy,  where  the  case  is  fully  narrated.  (v)  See  Innes  v.  Innes,  1887,  2  Sh. 

and  M*L.,  448,  per  L.  Chancellor — Gardner  Peerage  case,  supra.  (w)  See  Stair, 

3,  8,  42— Ersk.,  1,  6,  50— Dig.,  1,  6,  6— Tait,  489—2  Fraser,  2.  (x)  Dundas  i;. 

Dimdas,  1705,  M.,  4083— Sandy  v.  Sandy,  1828,  2  S.,  (new  ed.),  406,  and  Sees.  Papers. 


'  When  a  child  was  bom  seven  months  and  a  half  after  the  first  alleged  intercourse 
vith  the  defender,  and  there  was  no  proof  that  the  birth  was  premature,  it  was  held  that 
Uie  dicumstances  did  not  raise  a  presumption  of  paternity  against  the  defender ;  Ritchie 
f.  Cnnninghame,  1857,  20  D.,  85  ;  but  intercourse  during  the  period  of  gestation,  and 
opportunity  at  the  time  of  conception,  will  raise  the  presumption  of  paternity ;  Lawson  v. 
Eddie,  1861,  23  D.,  876.  As  parties  may  now  be  witnesses,  the  evidence  in  filiation 
cases  is  taken  and  dealt  with  as  in  other  cases,  and  there  is  now  no  question  as  to  aemi- 
pUna  probation ;  M*Bayne  v.  Davidson,  1860,  22  D.,  788. 

See,  on  the  subject  of  protracted  gestation,  Taylor's  Medical  Jurispmdence,  7th  ed., 
iS61,  p.  610  and  624. 
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Court  could  probably  order  such  an  examination  (y).    An  inspection 
of  the  husband's  body  during  life  is  competent  in  England  (2). 

§  318.  The  presumption  will  also  be  overcome,  where  during  the 
whole  period  between  six  and  ten  months  the  husband  was  absent 
so  continuously  from  his  wife's  society  that  he  could  have  had  no 
opportunity  of  connection  (a).  Such  absence,  whether  arising  from 
imprisonment,  residence  at  a  distance,  or  any  other  cause,  must  be 
completely  proved;  and  therefore  the  fact  that  the  husband  had 
resided  about  twenty  miles  distant  from  his  wife,  without  proof  of 
continual  absence,  was  held  not  to  be  enough  (6).  It  is  not  neces- 
sary, however,  that  he  should  have  been  out  of  the  country  or  beyond 
seas  (c). 

§  319.  But  the  illegitimacy  is  sometimes  maintained  upon  cir- 
cumstantial or  moral  evidence,  and  not  on  physical  impossibility. 
In  such  cases,  if  it  is  not  proved  by  the  clearest  evidence  that  the 
spouses  had  not  connection  during  the  presumptive  period,  the 
child  will  be  held  legitimate,  although  the  wife  had  also  adulterous 
connection,  in  which  the  conception  may  have  taken  place  (cQ.  The 
status  of  legitimacy  does  not  depend  on  a  balance  of  the  probabilities 
whether  the  conception  occurred  during  the  conjugal,  or  during  the 
illicit,  intercourse.  Our  institutional  writers  go  farther,  holding  that 
the  presumption  prevails,  unless  where  physical  causes  prevented 
the  spouses  from  having  connection  (e) ;  and  in  this  they  are  sup- 
ported by  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  whole  Court  in  a  carefully 
considered  case;  in  which,  however,  the  point  did  not  require  to  be 
decided  (/).  In  a  later  case,  where  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  bom 
nine  calendar  months  and  twenty-nine  days  after  the  husband's 
death  was  contested,  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  as  to  the  state  of 
the  husband  from  his  marriage  till  his  death,  and  as  to  the  alleged 
lewd  character  of  his  wife.  The  proof  showed  that  his  legs  were 
broken  and  much  shrivelled,  that  one  of  them  crossed  the  other,  and 
that  he  had  been  confined  to  bed  for  many  years  before  the  earliest 
possible  date  of  conception.  A  man  who  had  for  years  slept  in  the 
same  room  with  him,  and  who  knew  his  condition,  "  was  of  opinion 
that  it  was  not  possible  for  him"  to  have  had  sexual  intercourse ; 

{y)  It  is  understood  that  the  M.S.  records  of  the  Commiflsary  Court  show  seTeral 
examples  of  this  practice.  (2)  Townsend  Peerage  case,  1848,  76  Jdhtd.  H. 

Lords,  224.  (a)  Stair,  8,  8,  42— Ersk.,  1,  6,  60— Tait,  489—2  Fraser,  4. 

(6)  Routledge  v,  Carruthers,  19th  May  1812,  F.  C. ;  Buchaai.  Rep.,  121 ;  4  Dow,  892; 
2  BUgh,  692,  S.  C.  (c)  Stair,  8,  3,  42— Ersk.,  1,  6,  60— Tait,  489. 

(rf)  Authorities  in  next  two  notes— Best  on  Presumptions,  71 — 1  Phillipe,  448 ^Tay- 
lor, 92—2  Starkie,  196.  (c)  Stair,  8,  8,  42— Ersk..  1, 6,  60— BeU's  Pr.,  g  1626. 
See  also  Tait,  489.                    (/)  Routledge  r.  Carruthers,  mpra,  (6). 
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bat  two  women  who  had  dressed  his  corpse  could  not  say  that  that 
was  impossible.  It  was  also  proved  that  the  wife's  character  was 
worthless,  and  that  she  had  had  intercourse  with  other  men.  The 
Court,  on  advising  the  proof,  held  that  the  child  was  a  bastard  (^). 
This  case  seems  not  to  come  within  the  strict  rule ;  since  the  proof  of 
absolute  incapacity  was  not  complete,  and  the  Court  allowed  it  to 
be  supplemented  by  circumstantial  evidence  of  a  general  character. 
It  has  been  quoted  (K)  as  indicating  a  departure  from  the  old  rule 
which  requires  a  physical  impossibility,  and  following  the  more  just 
pnuciple  now  recognised  in  England,  that  in  each  case  the  question 
is,  whether  the  jury  looking  to  the  whole  evidence,  moral  as  well 
M  physical,  and  having  regard  to  the  onus  lying  on  the  party  alleg- 
ing bastardy,  are  satisfied  that  the  husband  had  not  such  connection 
with  the  mother  as  by  the  known  laws  of  nature  could  have  made 
him  the  father  of  the  child  (t).  But  although  the  case  of  Sandy 
tends  to  weaken  the  doctrine  that  proof  of  physical  impossibility  is 
indispensable,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  Court  in  deciding  that  case 
expressly  sanctioned  the  opposite  principle.* 

§  320.  Stair,  Craig,  and  Bankton,  following  the  Canonists,  hold 
that  the  presumption  ^^er  est,  Ac,  may  be  overcome  by  the  concur- 
ring testimony  on  oath  of  the  mother  and  her  husband  (i).     Er- 

{S)  Sandjr «.  Sandy,  1828,  2  S.,  406,  (new  ed.),  and  Session  Papers. 

(*)  2  Fraser,  2— See  also  Dond  v.  Simpson,  1843,  9  D.,  511.  («)  Moms  ». 

Dalies,  1827,  8  Car.  and  Pay.,  215,  6  CI.  and  Fin.,  168,  8.  C— Banbury  Peerage  case, 
1811, 1  Sim.  and  Stu.,  158,  and  App.  to  Gardner  Peerage  case,  p.  482,  S.  C— 1  Phil., 
4tt— Best  on  Presumptions,  71 — Taylor,  92.  The  former  English  rule  required  a 
pbjriieal  impossibility  in  the  husband  to  have  been  the  father.  Best  and  Phil.,  ntpra — 
2  Starkie,  196. 

*  Since  \  819,  et  seq.  of  the  text  were  written,  the  First  Division  of  the  Court  have 
Iield  that  the  presumption />a<^  est,  &c.,  may  be  overcome  by  such  evidence  as  thoroughly 
>s^e6  the  mind  of  the  Court  that  the  child  is  illegitimate,  although  there  is  not  any 
I>oof  of  physical  impossibility  of  connection  between  the  spouses  about  the  time  of  con- 
oepUon.  The  evidence  was  chiefly  composed  of  the  declarations  of  the  spouses,  both  of 
Tliom  had  repeatedly  declared  the  child  to  be  a  bastard ;  and  these  declarations  were 
^c'n'olKirated  by  circumstances.  The  proof  presented  the  very  peculiar  feature,  of  the 
husband  having  co-habited  with  his  wife  after  the  birth  of  the  child ;  having  allowed  it 
to  lemidn  in  the  house ;  and  having  even  treated  it  with  kindness.  But  the  effect  of 
^  conduct  on  his  part  (which,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  would  have  been  conclu- 
li^of  the  child's  legitimacy^  was  taken  off  by  the  extraordinary  fact  that  he  had  treated 
^  nmHar  kindness  another  child  of  his  wife  which  unquestionably  was  a  bastard, 
^^S^tten  when  he  was  absent  from  the  country  on  foreign  service. — Mackay  v.  Mackay, 
1866, 17  D.,  494.3 

(i)  Stair,  8,  3,  42— Craig,  2,  18,  20— Bankt.,  1,  2,  8— Decretal,  4,  17,  8.  See  also 
^  4c.,  2. 19,  10. 

3  This  note  is  from  the  addenda  to  the  first  edition. 
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skine  (Z)  seems  to  have  doubts  upon  this  question,  but  states  that 
"it  is  an  agreed  point  by  all  writers,  that  if  either  of  the  spouses 
have,  before  making  such  oath,  acknowledged  the  child  as  lawful, 
there  is  a  right  acquired  to  him  by  that  acknowledgment,  which  is 
not  to  be  taken  away  by  any  posterior  testimony  to  the  contrary." 
These  authorities  show  that  we  do  not  in  Scotland  follow  the  mle 
of  English  law  (w),  which,  from  regard  to  decency,  refuses  to  allow 
the  spouses  to  be  examined  on  the  fact  of  non-access,  or  on  facts 
which  tend  to  prove  or  disprove  access.  But  there  is  good  ground 
for  questioning  the  doctrine  that  either  repudiation  or  acknowledg- 
ment by  the  spouses  is  conclusive.  It  is  more  in  accordance  with 
principle  to  hold  that  this  evidence  should  be  weighed  along  with 
the  other  proof  in  the  case,  and  should  only  receive  that  value  which 
is  justly  due  to  the  testimony  of  the  persons  who  are  most  likely  to 
know  the  fact,  but  who  are  not  beyond  the  reach  of  either  accidental 
or  intentional  mis-statement  (n),* 

§  321.  The  conduct  of  the  spouses  toward  the  child  is  more  trust- 
worthy than  their  testimony  on  the  question  of  his  legitimacy.  If 
they  have  uniformly  acknowledged  and  behaved  towards  him  as  their 
own  child,  it  will  be  hardly  possible  for  any  one,  and  especially  for 
either  of  them,  to  prove  him  to  be  illegitimate  (o) ;  whereas  it  will 
be  a  strong  circumstance  of  an  opposite  tendency  that  they  have 
uniformly  treated  him  as  the  bastard  issue  of  the  wife's  paramour  (p). 
The  circumstance  of  the  child  having  been  uniformly  treated  by  the 
mother  and  her  paramour  as  the  fruit  of  their  connection  is  of  great 
importance  (r).    Of  course  the  best  evidence  of  this  kind  is  where  the 

(J)  Erek.,  1,  6,  49.  (m)  R.  v.  Reading,  1784,  Lee's  Ca.  Temp.  Hardwick, 

79— Goodriglit  v.  Moss,  1777,  2  Cowp.,  694— Cope  v.  Cope,  1833,  6  Car.  and  Pa.,  604; 
1  Mo.  and  Rob.,  269,  S.  C— Smith  v.  Chamberlaino,  per  Sir  W.  Wynne,  Appx.  to  Gard- 
ner Peerage  case,  p.  370— R.  v.  Sourton,  1886, 6  Ad.  and  Ell.,  180—2  Starkie,  200— Tay- 
lor, 642.  But  in  England  the  husband  and  wife  may  be  examined  upon  the  dat«  of  the 
marriage,  the  birth  of  the  child,  and  other  matters  not  involving  evidence  of  non-access ; 
same  authorities.  (n)  See  Innes  v.  Innos,  1887,  2  Sh.  and  M*L.,  453— Douglas 

cause,  1769,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  143—2  Eraser,  7.  This  was  the  rule  in  the  Roman  law; 
Dig.,  L.  25,  3,  5,  ?  8— ib.,  L.  28,  2,  14,  g  2.  (o)  Per  L.  ChanceUor  Cottenham 

in  Morris  u.  Davies,  1837,  5  CI.  and  Fin.,  242,  246— Le  Marchanfs  preface  (p.  iviii)  to 
report  of  Gardner  Peerage  case.  (p)  Townsond  Peerage  caao,  1848,  75  Joum. 

H.  of  Lords,  181,  c^  aeq. — Gardner  Peerage  case,  p.  838 — Banbury  Peerage  case,  Apps.  to 
ib.— Morris  v.  Davies,  «//>ra— compared  with  Routledge  v.  Carruthers,  19th  May  1812, 
F.  C,  Buchanan's  Rep.,  121 ;  affd.,  2  Bligh,  692— Bankt.,  1,  2,  8.  (r)  It  formed 

a  main  branch  of  the  Townsend  Peerage  case,  where  the  presumption  pater  esi,  &c.,  was 


*  See  Walker  v.  Walker,  mpra,  i  313,  note  1,  and  Macka^  t».  Mackay,  tupra,  g  819, 
note  *. 
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conduct  of  both  the  spouses  and  of  the  paramour  shows  that  they 
all  regarded  the  child  as  the  fruit  of  the  illicit  intercourse.  Accord- 
ingly, Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  observed  w4th  regard  to  certain 
evidence  of  this  nature,  "  These  are  the  unequivocal  acts  of  the  only 
three  persons  who  could  have  what  may  be  called  knowledge  of  who 
was  the  father  of  the  child,  all  concurring  in  this,  that  he  was  not  the 
child  of  Mr  Morris  (the  husband).  Can  the  conduct  of  any  one  of 
the  three  be  reconciled  with  the  supposition  that  it  was  his  child,  or 
could  possibly  be  his  ?  "  («) 

§  322.  The  declarations  of  these  parties  will  consequently  be 
admitted  when  they  form  part  of  their  conduct,  as  their  speaking  to 
and  about  the  child  as  legitimate  or  the  reverse,  or  (as  happened 
in  one  case)  where  the  husband  reproached  his  wife  with  having 
given  birth  to  the  child  {£),  But  a  line  ought  t/O  be  drawn  between 
such  evidence  and  hearsay  of  independent  verbal  statements  of  these 
parties;  which  should  not  be  received  indiscriminately  while  the 
persons  who  emitted  them  are  aUve;  because,  in  that  case,  they  ought 
to  be  examined  as  witnesses  {u), 

§  323.  The  circumstance  that  the  mother  concealed  the  birth 
from  her  husband  leads  strongly  to  the  inference  that  the  child  is 
illegitimate  {\o).  In  England  the  presumption  of  legitimacy  does  not 
apply  where  the  spouses  lived  apart  under  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro ; 
since  law  presumes  that  they  obeyed  the  decree  of  the  Court  which 
separated  them  (x).  This  rule  has  not  been  recognised  in  Scot- 
land (y).  In  neither  country  does  a  voluntary  contract  of  separa- 
tion exclude  the  presumption ;  although,  of  course,  it  may  be  an 
important  circumstance  in  a  proof  of  bastardy. 

§  324.  The  presumption  patrem  esse,  Ac,  is  strengthened  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  child  possessed  the  status  of  legitimacy,  and 
that  his  opponent  wittingly  delayed  to  challenge  it  {z).  And,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  circumstance  that  the  child  accepted  letters  of 
legitimation  from  the  Crown  was  held  to  be  prejudicial  to  his 
right  (a). 

lieM  to  be  o7ercome  ;  see  76  Journ.  H.  of  Lords,  201,  et  seq. — See  also  Innes  p.  Innes, 
"f»ra— Morris  r.  Davies,  supra,  («)  Moms  v.  Davies,  aupra.  (t)  Morris  v. 

J^^es,  tupra.  (u)  Supra^  §  84,  92.     This  view  is  favoured  by  tbe  observations  of 

tbfi  Lord  ChanceUoT  in  the  Gardner  Peerage  case  (p.  838)  and  Sir  W.  Wynne  in  Smythe 
t.  Chamberlayne,  1792,  Appx.  to  ib.,  870,  But  see  Innes  v.  Innes,  *wpra— Morris  r. 
I^^es,  tupra.  (w)  See  Banbury  Peerage  case  and  Morris  v.  Davies,  supra  ;  in 

fcoth  of  which  this  circumstance  occurred.  See  also  2  Fraser,  7 — Code  Civil,  §  313 — 2 
Toniller,  125.  {z)  Bull,  N.  P.,  112- Best  on  Presumptions,  71— Taylor,  92— St 

G«orge  V.  St  Margaret,  1  Salk.,  123.  (y)  Boll's  Pr.,  g  1626.  (a)  Stair,  3,  3,  42— 

Caitt  m  Mor..  12,685,  6,  7—2  Fraser,  8.  (a)  L.  Advocate  v.  Craw,  1669,  M.,  2748. 

VOL.  I.  Q 
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§  325.  Important  evidence  may  be  derived  from  the  ventris  in' 
apectio,  especially  where  a  wndow  states  that  she  is  pregnant  of  a 
posthumous  child  (6).  The  result  of  an  extrajudicial  inspection  has 
therefore  been  admitted  (c).  But  it  is  believed  that  the  Court  can- 
not order  the  examination  (d).^ 

§  326.  A  slighter  proof  will  suffice  to  overcome  the  presumption 
pafer  est  quern  nuptiae  demonstrant  in  an  action  against  the  alleged 
paramour  for  aliment  of  the  child,  than  in  a  proper  question  of  the 
child's  status;  and,  if  the  Court  find  the  paramour  liable  in  ah- 
meiit,  they  will  reserve  entire  the  question  of  statvs  as  regards  the 
child  (e). 


CHAPTER  IV.— OF  PRESUMPTIONS  FROM  POSSESSION, 

§  327.  As  corporeal  moveables  are  transferred  by  every  species 
of  alienation  without  a  written  title,  the  possessor  of  them  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  the  proprietor  (a).  This  presumption  may  be  overcome 
by  proof  prow^  de  jure.  When  the  proof  is  by  witnesses,  it  must  not 
only  show  that  the  moveables  once  belonged  to  the  person  seeking 
to  recover  them,  but  that  his  possession  terminated  in  such  a  way 
that  the  subsequent  possessor  could  not  have  acquired  a  right  of 
property  in  them  (6).     "  If  I  have  a  watch,  it  is  not  relevant  for  the 

(6)  Dig.,  L.  26,  4.  In  England  the  heir  of  a  deceased  proprietor  may  force  the 
widow  to  undergo  inspection,  if  she  asserts  that  she  is  pregnant ;  1  Blackst.  (Stewart's 
28d  ed.),  670— Macpherson  on  Infants,  568.  (c)  Jobson  v,  Reid,  1882,  10  S., 

694 ;  7  F.  C,  456,  S.  C.  (rf)  It  was  ordered  in  Ross  ».  Gray,  1669,  M.,  16,466, 

where  there  was  strong  ground  for  suspecting  the  widow's  virtue.  But  see  De  Grosberg, 
1766,  M.,  16,466,  and  L.  Advocate  v.  Foulden,  1782,  M.,  16,466.  The  statute  2  Rob,  I. 
cap.  26,  requires  a  woman,  who  pleads  pregnancy  in  suspension  of  punishment,  to 
undergo  inspecticjn.  {e)  Keid  v.  Jobson,  «u/>ra —Dig.,  L.  26,  3,  6,  \  8,  9. 

(a)  Stair,  2,  1,  42— ib.,  3,  2,  7— ib..  4,  30,  9— Ersk.,  2,  1,  24— BeU's  Pr..  g  1314— 
More,  160 — Tait,  ^7,  483.  Accordingly,  a  person  living  in  the  house  with  another  is 
presumed  to  be  the  proprietor  of  money  and  clothes,  &c.  kept  in  a  chest  which  belongs 
to  that  other  person,  but  of  which  the  lodger  keeps  the  key ;  Taylor  v.  Rcuiken,  1676,  M., 
9118.  (6)  Authorities  in  note  (a)— Scott  v.  Fletcher,  1666,  M.,  11,616— Scott  ». 

Elliot,  1672,  M.,  12,727— Geddos  v,  Geddes,  1678,  M.,  12,730— Forsyth  «?,  Kilpatrick, 
1680,  M.,  9120— Wilson  v.  Tours,  1680,  M.,  11,090— Russell  v.  Campbell,  1699  (Fount.), 
4  B.  Sup.,  468— Ferguson  v.  Officers  of  State,  1749,  M.,  11,618. 


*  It  is  thought  that  the  Court  may,  in  certain  cases,  competently  make  such  an 
order  when  the  woman  is  a  party  to  the  suit ;  but  not  when  she  is  not,  except  in  the 
cose  of  a  criminal  prosecution ;  Davidson  v.  Davidson,  1860,  22  D.,  749. 
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watchmaker  to  say,  I  offer  to  prove  that  the  watch  was  mine  last 
week,  to  give  him  rei  vindicationem;  but  he  must  prove  quomodo 
de»iit possidere,  else  it  is  presumed  to  be  mine  who  now  have  it;  for 
the  dominion  of  moveables  transmits  without  writ,  and  ofttimes  with- 
out any  witnesses  present,  and  therefore,  ere  you  can  recover  them, 
you  must  first  prove  that  you  lost  the  possession  clam,  vi,  or  preca- 
no,  or  by  some  title  not  alienative  of  the  property,  as  loan,  or  the 
like"  (c).  This  rule  applies  not  only  to  those  smaller  articles  which 
pass  from  hand  to  hand,  but  even  to  an  article  of  considerable  bulk, 
as  a  thrashing  mill.  Accordingly,  where  a  tenant  had  been  removed 
under  a  declarator  of  irritancy  and  decree  of  removing,  and  on 
his  removal  greatly  in  arrear  of  rent  the  landlord  took  possession 
of  the  thrashing  mill  on  the  farm,  and  sold  it  to  the  incoming 
tenant,  by  whom  it  was  possessed  without  challenge  for  five  years ; 
a  creditor  of  the  ol3  tenant  having  attempted  to  carry  off  the  mill 
by  a  poinding,  the  Court  sustained  the  possession  as  sufficient  to 
presume  ownership,  and  refused  to  require  the  landlord  (who  was  a 
party  to  the  action)  to  prove  an  alleged  contract  with  the  former 
tenant,  under  which  he  took  the  mill  in  part  payment  of  the  arrears 
of  rent  (d)} 

§  328.  The  presumption  may  also  be  overcome  by  contrary  in- 
ferences from  the  facts  of  the  case,  as  by  proof  that  the  possessor 
is  a  carrier  or  shipper  of  goods  (e),  or  is  the  servant  or  agent  of  the 
party  who  seeks  to  recover  the  goods,  and  who  is  a  dealer  in  goods 
of  the  kind  (/).  So  an  executor  seeking  to  recover  moveables  al- 
leged to  have  belonged  to  his  ancestor,  will  overcome  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  possession,  if  he  proves  that  the  goods  were  m 
honis  defuncti  at  his  death  ;  which  is  fairly  held  to  throw  the  bur- 
den of  proving  a  just  title  on  the  party  who  subsequently  acquired 
them  {g).  And  where  a  widow,  having  continued  in  possession  of 
her  husband's  moveables,  entered  into  a  second  marriage,  her  child- 
ren by  her  first  husband  were  preferred  in  a  claim  for  those  articles 

(c)  Rnfisell  v.  Campbell,  mpra.  {d)  Sharpe  ».  Smith,  1882,  11  S.,  38. 

(«)  Warrander  v.  Thomsons,  1710,  M.,  10,609— Tait,  486.  (/)  Cullen  v. 

Stewart,  1833,  11  S.,  733— Turner  v.  Gibb  and  M'Donald,  1880,  4  W.  S.,  164,  affirming 
5  S,  358.  (y)  Inglis  v.  Inglis,  1670,  M.,  12,727-Semplo  v.  Givan,  1072.  M., 

12,117— Hume  v.  Livingstone,  1C78,  Mor.  Sup.  (Stair's  Decisions),  p.  81 — Stair,  8, 2,  7. 


*  Poesesaion  of  a  ship,  and  consequent  right  to  the  freight,  cannot  be  acquired  by  a 
mortgagee,  by  intimation  of  his  mortgage,  or  by  mere  intimation  that  he  takes  possession, 
ne  must  take  possession  by  some  overt  act ;  such,  for  example,  as  putting  a  man  on 
^rd;  Duncan  v.  Don,  1861,  23  D.,  544— Cato  v.  Irving,  5  De  Gex  and  Smale,  210. 
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which  were  proved  to  have  belonged  to  their  father  at  liis  death  (A). 
In  one  case  the  following  facts  appeared — Cunningham  gave  Aitken- 
head  the  custody  of  curious  jewels  of  considerable  value,  conform 
to  inventory  under  the  depositor's  hand.     He  then  left  the  country, 
drew  bills  on  Aitkenhead,  and  died  abroad.    Aitkenliead.transferred 
the  bills  and  the  custody  of  the  jewels  to  Ramsay,  taking  from  him 
and  Byres  a  bond  to  make  them  furthcoming.     Ramsay  having  hid 
the  jewels  in  his  cellar,  Byres  got  access  to  them  unauthorisedly, 
removed  them,  and  pledged  some  of  them  to  Wilson.     In  a  com- 
petition between  Wilson  and  Ramsay  (who  had  become  Cunning- 
ham's executor),  the  presumption  arising  from  Byres'  possession 
was  held  to  be  overcome  by  the  original  subscribed  inventory,  a 
letter  from  Byres  dated  before  the  impignoration  admitting  the 
jewels  to  be  Cunningliam's,  and  proof  that  Byres  had  broken  into 
the  cellar,  combined  with  the  fact  that  he  was  not  a  dealer  in  such 
wares,  and  that  the  jewels  were  not  suitable  to  his  quality  as  articles 
for  personal  use.     These  circumstances  were  held  not  only  to  prove 
that  Byres  was  not  the  proprietor  of  the  jewels,  but  also  to  exclude 
Wilson's  plea  that  he  had  in  bona  fide  trusted  Byres  as  such  (i). 
On  the  other  hand,  where  a  creditor  of  one  who  was  an  undischarged 
bankrupt  (although  the  sequestration  had  practically  terminated), 
poinded  the  bankrupt's  household  furniture,  whereupon  another  per- 
son claimed  it,  stating  that  it  had  been  purchased  by  him  at  an  ap- 
praised value  and  left  with  the  bankrupt,  from  motives  of  friendship 
to  him  and  his  family,  and  where  the  furniture  had  never  been  re- 
moved from  the  bankrupt's  house,  but  had  been  possessed  and  used 
by  him  as  his  own  for  six  years,  it  was  held  that  the  presumption 
arising  from  possession  was  not  overcome  by  the  circumstances  of 
the  bankruptcy  and  the  original  purchase  by  the  bankrupt's  friend, 
and  that,  as  that  party  had  failed  to  prove  a  loan  or  hire  by  him  to 
the  bankrupt,  the  latter  must  be  presumed  to  be  proprietor  Qc), 
Lord  Moncreiff"  and  Lord  (Ordinary)  Ivory,  holding  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  bankrupt  being  proprietor  was  overcome,  treated 
the  case  as  one  of  reputed  ownership,  and  held  that  the  bankrupt's 
possession  did  not  in  the  circumstances  raise  such  a  repute.     But 
the  case  was  decided  independently  of  that  doctrine. 

§  329.    The  principle  last  referred  to  (which  is  a  rule  of  mercan- 
tile law,  not  of  evidence)  is  thus  stated  by  Mr  Bell  {I) :  "  Where 

(A)  Abercromby  v.  Story,  1687,  M.,  11,618.  («)  Ramsay  v.  Wilson,  1666, 

M.,  9118— See  also  Pringles  v.  Gribton,  1710,  M.,  9128.  {k)  Anderson  v. 

Buchanan,  1848,  11  D.,  270.     With  this  case  compare  Fife  v.  Woodman,  1841,  4  D., 
2oO.  {I)  1  Boll's  Com.,  2o0. 
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one  is  unnecessarily  or  by  the  collusion  or  gross  negligence  of  the 
true  owner  permitted  to  give  himself  an  appearance  to  the  world  as 
if  he  were  proprietor  of  goods  and  wares  not  belonging  to  himself, 
and  this  by  exercising  acts  of  ownership,  and  by  holding  a  posses- 
sion seemingly  imcontrolled ;  his  creditors  will  be  entitled  to  pro- 
ceed against  the  goods  as  if  they  really  belonged  to  him."  The 
foundation  of  the  rule  is  fraud  or  collusion,  or  at  least  neglect,  in 
the  proprietor  of  goods,  in  allowing  another  person  to  have  that 
possession  of  them  which  warrants  persons  unacquainted  with  the 
latent  right  to  give  him  credit  (w).  When  the  goods  originally 
belonged  to  the  person  left  in  possession  of  them,  by  whom  they 
were  sold  without  being  delivered  to  the  true  owner,  the  right  of 
the  latter  will  fail  in  competition  with  the  creditors  of  the  former, 
on  the  additional  ground  that  tradifionibus,  non  nudis  pdctis,  domi- 
nia  rerum  trans/eruniur.^ 

(m)  1  BeU's  Ck)m..  250  (3),  et  »c^.— Stair,  1,  9.  11— BeU's  Pr.,  §  1815,  6— Per  L. 
KoQcreiff  in  Andcrsou  v.  Buchanan,  tupra.  The  following  cases  haye  occurred  on  ques- 
tions of  reputed  ownership ;  Carse  v.  Halyburton,  1714,  M.,  9125 — Breichan  v.  Muir- 
head,  1810,  Hume  D.,  216— Cargill  v.  Somerville,  1820,  ib.,  223— M*MiUan  v.  Price, 
1837, 15  S.,  916— M'Dougal  v.  Whitelaw,  1840,  2  D.,  500— Fife  v.  Woodman,  1841,  4 
D.,  256— Shearer  ».  Christie,  1842,  5  D.,  132— CampbeU  v.  Stewart,  1848,  10  D.,  1280 
-Brown  r.  Fleming,  1850,  13  D.,  873. 


'  The  principle  of  the  common  law,  that  undelivered  goods  remain  the  property  of 
the  seUer,  is  untouched  by  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act,  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  and 
the  practical  consequences  of  the  principle  remain  unimpaired,  except  so  far  as  express- 
ly taken  away  or  modified  by  the  Act;  Wyper  v.  Harvey  1861,  28  D.,  606.  The  Act 
provides,  §  1,  that  where  goods  have  been  sold,  but  have  not  been  deUverod,  and  have 
heen  aUowed  to  remain  in  the  custody  of  the  seUer,  no  creditor  of  the  seller  shall  attach 
the  goods,  to  the  effect  of  preventing  the  purchaser  or  others  in  his  right  from  enforcing 
delivery  of  them.  It  has  been  held  that  the  case  of  a  horse  sold  and  left  with  the  seller, 
who  was  authorised  to  take  the  use  of  it  and  to  sell  it  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  did 
Dot  fall  within  this  clause ;  because  goods  of  which  the  seller  was  allowed  the  use,  and 
which  he  had  power  to  resell,  were  not,  in  the  sense  of  the  Act,  "  goods  left  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  seUer," — the  right  of  custody  not  implying  right  to  use  or  sell ;  Sim  v. 
Grant,  1862,  24  D.,  1033. 

**  The  law  requires,  in  cases  of  civil  or  constructive  delivery,  the  same  description 
wd  extent  of  possession  which  was  formerly  in  the  seller  to  be,  after  the  sale,  vested  in 
the  purchaser;"  I^rd  President  Blair  in  Broughton  v.  Aitcheson,  15th  November 
1819,  F.  C.  In  a  recent  case,  where  spirits  sold  by  a  distiller  and  paid  for,  the  sale 
l*ing  entered  in  the  distiller's  books,  were  allowed  to  remain  in  a  warehouse  in  the  dis- 
tillery, to  which  the  distiller  had  one  key  and  the  excise  officers  another,  the  spirits 
*ere  held  not  to  bo  transferred  to  the  purchaser,  but  to  form  part  of  the  sequestrated 
estate  of  the  seller;  Mathison  v.  Alison,  23d  December  1854,  17  D.,  274.  A  keeper  of  a 
waik-tl  warehouse  who  receives  spirits  from  a  distiller,  receives  them  in  deposit  to  hold 
for  the  distiller,  not  to  deliver  to  the  purchaser ;  and  a  keeper  of  a  bonded  warehouse 
*a«  held  not  entitled,  without  an  order  from  the  distiller,  to  make  delivery  to  a  pur- 
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§  330.  When  the  possessor  of  a  moveable  does  not  claim  the 
proi)erty  of  it,  but  some  inferior  right,  e.gr,,  of  pledge,  to  which  the 
possession  may  be  attributed,  his  admission  that  he  is  not  proprie- 
tor will  not  throw  on  him  the  burden  of  proving  such  inferior  title; 
but  the  admission  will  bo  taken  with  its  qualification  (n).  Accord- 
ingly, where  a  party  when  sued  for  delivery  of  certain  articles  ad- 
mitted that  they  were  not  his  property,  but  stated  that  they  had 
been  pledged  by  the  pursuer's  wife  for  a  debt  due  by  her  and  the 
pursuer,  of  which  debt  she  had  no  proof  except  an  irregular  account- 
book,  and  where  the  alleged  proprietor  had  no  proof  besides  the 
qualified  admission,  the  Court  found  that  the  possessor  was  not  ob- 
liged to  give  up  the  articles  except  on  pajTuent  of  his  debt  (o). 

§  331.  In  regard  to  heritage  the  general  rule  applies,  that  in 
pari  casu  melior  eat  conditio  possidentis  (p).  Under  the  Act  1617, 
c.  12,  which  establishes  an  absolute  right  of  property  in  one  who 
has  possessed  heritage  uninterruptedly  for  forty  years  "  following 
and  ensuing  "  the  date  of  his  infeftment,  it  is  enough  for  the  party 
to  prove  possession  as  far  back  as  the  memory  of  man  can  reach, 
whereupon  law  will  presume  that  it  existed  from  the  date  of  the 
right  (r).* 

Possession  by  a  churchman  for  thirteen  years  of  any  subject  as 
part  of  the  benefice,  creates  a  presumptive  title  in  his  favour,  under 
the  maxim  of  the  canonists  decennalis  et  triennalis  possessor  nan 
tenetur  docere  de  titulo  (s).  The  rule  arises  from  the  risk  of  loss  under 
which  the  titles  of  churchmen  lie,  in  consequence  of  the  frequent 
change  of  incumbents.  It  is  not  of  the  nature  of  a  prescription,  but 
is  merely  a  presumption  which  may  be  rebutted,  as  by  the  terms  of 
the  titles  showing  that  the  incumbent  has  been  possessing  beyond 
his  right  (f).   The  presumption,  being  intended  to  supply  the  want  of 

(n)  See  infra,  chapter  on  implied  admissions.  (o)  Hariot  v.  Cunningham, 

1791,  M.,  12,405— More,  161.  (p)  Erek.,  2,  1,  24.  (r)  Erek.,  8.  7,  8— 

Tait.,  486.  {s)  Stair,  2,  8,  29— Erek.,  8,  7,  88— More's  Notes,  147. 

(0  Erek.,  mpra—Y..  Wigtown  v.  Gray,  1622,  M.,  10,998— Bishop  of  Dunblane  v.  Kin- 
loch,  1676,  M.,  7950— Ramsay  v.  Kinloch,  1676,  8  Br.  Sup.,  187— Barclay  v.  CoUege  of 

chaser,  though  the  name  of  the  purchaser  was  marked  by  the  seller  on  the  caaks  when 
they  were  sent;  Smith  v.  Allan  and  Poynter,  1859,  22  D.,  208 — Melrose  r.  Hastie,  1851, 
13  D.,  880 — Lord  President  Blair's  judgment  in  Broughton  v,  Aitchison,  supra^ 

A  sale  by  auction,  under  a  levy  warrant  for  payment  of  excise  duties,  was  held  not 
to  divest  the  owner  of  goods  which  were  sold  but  allowed  to  remain  in  his  possefBion ; 
M'Arthur  r.  Brown,  1858,  20  D.,  1232. 

^  liegistration  of  long  leases,  i.e.,  of  leases  for  thirty-one  yeare  and  upwards  is  equi- 
valent to  possession ;  20  and  21  Vict.,  c.  20,  $  16. 
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written  titles,  would  probably  not  be  extended  to  rights  to  vicarage 
teinds,  which  are  constituted  by  usage,  not  by  writing  (u).  The  pre- 
sumption is  good,  not  only  to  the  incumbent  at  the  time,  but  to  all 
his  successors,  each  being  entitled  to  found  on  the  possession  of 
previous  incxmibents  {x). 

The  Court  of  Session  passed  an  Act  of  Sedenmt  on  16th  De- 
cember 1612,  by  which  they  declared  that  in  time  to  come  they 
would  decide  all  questions  with  regard  to  church  lands  and  livings 
pertaining  to  churchmen,  by  their  possession  for  thirty  years  im- 
mediately preceding  the  suit  concerning  them  (y).* 

§  332.  Possession  by  the  public  of  a  road  as  a  public  road  for 
forty  years,  or  beyond  the  memory  of  man,  raises  a  presumption 
that  they  have  a  right  of  way  along  it  (2),  arising  from  a  grant  or 
dedication,  either  express  or  implied  (a).*    This  presumption  is  al- 

St  Andrews,  1684,  M.,  11,001— Graham  v,  Ogilvy,  1862,  M.,  7956— -Rule's  Reps.  v. 
Magistrates  of  Stirling,  1708,  M.,  11,002 — Greig  v.  D.  Qneensberry,  2l8t  November 
1809,  F.  C.  (ti)  Ersk.,  8,  7,  84.  (a:)  Ersk.,  ib.    On  this  subject  see 

Connell  on  Parishes,  439,  et  seq.  (y)  Erek.,  8,  7,  34--E.  Home  v.  L.  Buccleugh, 

1612,  M.,  10,998.  (2)  Rogers  v.  Harvie,  1883,  5  S.,  917,  and  4  Mur.,  26 ;  aflTd., 

3  W.  S.,  261— Crawford  v,  Menzies,  1849,  11  D.,  1127— D.  Athole  v.  Torrie  (Glentilt 
case),  1862,  12  D.,  327 ;  affd.,  1  Macq.,  66— Cuthbertson  v.  Young,  1861,  14  D.,  801; 
affd.,  March  1864r— CampbeU  v.  Lang,  1861,  13  D.,  1179;  affd.,  6th  May  1868. 

(a)  Napier's  Tr.  v.  Morrison,  1861,  18  D.,  1404,  especially  L.  Just.-Clerk  Hope's 
opinion — D.  Athole  v,  Torrie,  supra,  per  L.  Chancellor  St  Leonards,  1  Macq.,  77 — See 
also  Dyce  v.  L.  James  Hay,  1862,  per  eund.,  1  Macq.,  311 — Campbell  v,  Wilson,  1802, 
8  East.,  294— R.  v.  Benedict,  1821,  4  B.  and  Aid.,  647.  But  see  contra,  Cuming  v. 
SmoUett,  1862,  14  D.,  886. 


*  The  title  acquired  by  a  minister  of  a  parish,  by  possession  for  thirteen  years  of  land 
or  other  subjects  as  part  of  his  benefice,  is  a  presumptive  title  only,  and  the  presumption 
may  be  displaced  by  proof  that  the  possession  was  on  some  other  footing  than  of  pro- 
perty. The  title  is  presumed  from  and  depends  on  the  possession ;  but  possession  for 
Uiirteen  years  of  a  subject  as  part  of  a  church  benefice,  will  support  not  only  a  posses- 
«>ry  but  also  a  declaratory  action ;  and  a  decree  following  on  it  and  giving  effect  to  it, 
would,  it  is  thought,  amount  to  an  active  and  permanent  written  title  in  favour  of  the 
incambent,  by  which  possession  might  be  recovered  after  having  been  lost.  But  the 
title  acquired  by  possession  alone,  if  not  supported  by  a  decree,  is  a  title  merely  to  de- 
firiid,  not  to  acquire  or  recover  possession ;  it  is  not  of  such  permanent  character  as  to 
•Mvive  the  loss  of  possession.  So,  when  a  piece  of  land  which,  prior  to  1814,  had  been 
Pwaeased  for  more  than  thirteen  years  as  part  of  a  church  benefice,  ceased  then  to  be 
^  possessed,  it  was  held  that  the  minister  of  the  parish  had  not,  in  1866,  a  title  to  re- 
ojver  possession ;  during  part  of  the  interval  between  1814  and  1866  the  piece  of  land 
l»ad  lain  unoccupied,  but  latterly  it  had  been  possessed  by  others ;  Cochrane  v.  Smith, 
1859,  22  D.,  262. 

The  opinions  in  the  case  of  Cochrane  v.  Smith  seem  to  proceed  on  a  rejection  of  the 
Act  of  Sederunt,  as  either  not  applicable  to  a  question  about  the  right  to  a  benefice,  or 
*•  not  in  force. 

*  Magistrates  of  Elgin  v.  Robertson,  1862,  24  D.,  801,  ante,  |  293,  note  1. 
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most  always  sufficiently  strong  to  establish  the  -right.  But  it  is 
not  necessarily  conclusive ;  and  it  may  therefore  be  overcome  by 
contrary  inferences,  e.g.,  where  the  road  is  through  a  private  policy, 
or  where  it  had  been  made  shortly  before  the  commencement  of  the 
prescriptive  period  as  a  private  avenue  (6),  or  as  a  road  to  a  private 
quarry  (c).  The  reason  is,  that  as  it  cannot  fairly  be  presumed 
that  a  proprietor  by  allowing  persons  to  pass  along  a  road  of  such 
a  private  character  intended  to  create  an  absolute  and  perpetual 
public  riglit  along  it,  the  possession  will  be  attributed  to  sufferance 
during  his  jJeasure,  and  not  to  constructive  or  implied  grant  of 
public  way  (rf).  In  this  respect,  therefore,  a  public  right  of  way 
differs  from  a  servitude  of  road.  While  the  former  depends  upon 
grant  express  or  presumed,  the  latter  may  arise  either  from  grant 
or  from  positive  prescription,  the  sasine  of  the  dominant  proprietor 
combined  ydi\\  forty  years'  possession  creating  an  indefeasible  right 
not  only  to  the  subjects  specially  described,  but  also  to  those  privi- 
leges which  are  accessory  and  tributary  to  them,  among  which  ser- 
vitudes of  way  are  included  (e).* 

§  333.  Tlie  immemorial  exercise  of  corporation  privileges  raises 
a  presumption  that  the  body  which  has  enjoyed  them  had  been 
constituted  a  corporation  (/). 

§  334.  It  is  often  said  that  recent  possession  of  stolen  goods 
raises  a  presumption  that  the  possessor  is  the  thief,  so  as  io  lay  on 
him  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  acquired  them  honestly.  But 
possession  may  arise  from  so  many  causes  reconcileable  with  in- 
nocence— e.g.,  honajide  purchase  from  the  thief,  transfer  of  the  pos- 
session by  him  in  order  to  escape  detection  {g) — that  no  such  gene- 
ral rule  ought  to  be  laid  down.  Baron  Ilimie  accordingly  ob- 
serves (It) — "  That  recent  possession  sliall  in  every  case  be  sufficient 

(b)  Napier's  Tr.  v.  Morrison,  mpra — Campbell  v.  WilBon,  tupra — R.  v.  Benedict, 
*w/)ra— See  also  Purdie  v.  Steil,  1749,  M.,  14,611.  (c)  Ker  v.  Hamilton,  1823, 

2  S.,  149,  Session  Papers.  [d)  Authorities  in  two  preceding  notes. 

(e)  Stair,  2,  7,  2— Ersk.,  2,  7,  8— Mackenzie,  Inst.,  2,  9,  11  (Works,  vol.  ii,  p.  306)— 
Bell's  Pr.,  2  993— Beaumont  v.  L.  Glenlyon,  1848,  6  D.,  1837,  and  cases  there  cited— 
Listen  v.  Galloway,  1835,  2  Bell's  Illust.,  129— Dunso  v.  Hay,  1782,  M.,  1824. 

(/)  Ivory's  Ersk.,  214,  note  260— Wrights  of  Glasgow  t;.  Cross,  1766,  M.,  1961— 
Begbie  v.  Brown,  1766,  M.,  7709--Skirving  v.  Smellie,  1803,  M.,  10,921— See  also  So- 
ciety of  Solicitors  v.  Writers  to  the  Signet,  1800,  M.,  Appx.  College  of  Justice,  No.  1— 
Graham  v.  Writers  to  the  Signet,  1826,  1  W.  S.,  688.  (y)  See  mpra,  }  266. 

(A)  1  Hume,  111. 


6  As  to  the  difference  between  a  public  and  a  servitude  road  see  Thomson  v.  Mur- 
doch and  others,  1862,  24  D..  976— Carsen,  Warren,  &  Co.  v.  MiUer,  13th  March  1868, 
25  D. 
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to  convict,  would  be  too  broad  a  position.  Like  that  of  other  cir- 
cumstances, its  weight  may  be  greater  or  less  according  to  the  re- 
lative particulars  of  the  story.  But  generally  it  seems  to  be  true 
that  if  the  panel  is  found  in  possession  recently  after  the  thing  has 
been  stolen,  in  which  case  it  is  unlikely  that  he  should  have  got  it 
otherwise  than  by  stealing,  this  is  always  a  strong  ingredient  of 
evidence,  and  such  as,  with  the  aid  of  any  other  material  circum- 
stance, will  and  ought  to  be  held  a  relevant  ground  of  conviction." 
The  weight  of  the  circumstance  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  ar- 
ticles stolen,  and  the  condition  or  occupation  of  the  possessor ;  and 
such  circumstances  have  also  an  important  bearing  upon  the  time 
over  which  the  suspicion  of  guilt  should  run.  For  example,  the 
possession  witliin  a  few  hours  after  theft  of  articles  which  pass 
rapidly  from  hand  to  hand  would  hardly  raise  a  probability  of  guilt, 
while  it  is  otherwise  as  to  the  possession  at  the  distance  of  days 
and  even  weeks  of  a  bulky  commodity,  e.y.,  a  herd  of  cattle,  or  a 
tx)at,  or  even  a  large  quantity  of  trifling  articles  which  had  been 
stolen  en  masse  (t). 


CHAPTER  V. — OF  THE  PRESUMPTION  OF  ONEROSITY  OF  BILLS  OF 

EXCHANGE  AND  PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

§  335.  Law  recognises  a  strong  presumption  that  bills  of  ex- 
change and  promissory  notes  are  onerous  transactions  in  regard  to 
all  the  persons  interested  in  them,  and  in  general  this  presumption 
can  only  be  overcome  by  the  writ  or  oath  on  reference  of  the  credi- 
tor in  the  bill.  This  presumption  springs  from  the  ordinary  course 
of  husiness ;  and  it  is  a  favourite  of  the  law,  partly  from  its  advan- 
tage to  trade  in  enabling  bills  to  pass  from  hand  to  hand  as  bags  of 
money,  partly  from  its  preventing  frivolous  objections  and  pro- 
longed investigations  being  started  to  stop  diligence  on  bills,  and 
^>ecause  the  proper  legal  construction  of  these  vn-itings  ought  not 
to  be  controlled  by  parole  evidence.  The  presumption  of  onerosity 
will  be  considered,  1st,  as  between  the  drawer  and  acceptor  of  the 
^iU ;  2d,  as  between  the  drawer  and  payee ;  and,  3d,  as  between 

(0  See  on  this  Hume,  supra — Burnett,  665— 1  Al.,  820 — Best  on  Presumption,  804 
-Taylor,  102.     See  tupra,  i  283,  284. 


250  PRESUMPTION  THAT  ACCEPTOR  OF  A  BILL  § 

the  iudorsce  or  holder  and  the  person  from  whom  the  right  wa 
rived. 

As  promissory  notes  are  subject  to  the  same  rules  as  bills, 
will  in  the  following  paragraphs  be  included  under  that  ge: 
term. 


I.  Presumption  of  Oneroeity  a»  between  the  Drawer  and  Accef 

§  336.  The  acceptor  of  a  bill  is  presumed  to  have  receive 
his  acceptance  a  valuable  consideration  from  the  drawer ;  ai 
general  this  presumption  can  only  be  overcome  by  the  dra 
writ  or  oath  (a).'  This  rule  holds  not  only  in  the  common  ca 
an  action  at  the  instance  of  the  drawer  or  indorsee  against  tb 
cejrtor,  but  also  when  the  drawer  in  an  action  against  him  1) 
indorsee  pleads  want  of  notification  of  dishonour,  and  is  met  b; 
allegation  that  the  bill  was  accepted  for  his  own  accommoda 
In  a  case  of  tliis  nature  tlie  Court  held  that  the  averment  of 
ouerosity  could  only  be  proved  by  the  drawer's  writ  or  oatl 
And  where  an  indorsee  suing  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  admits  th. 
is  trustee  for  the  drawer ;  the  acceptor's  defence  of  non-onei 
can  only  be  proved  by  the  drawer's  ^vrit  or  oath  (c). 

g  337.  When  there  are  several  acceptors,  all  are  presumi 
be  on  an  equal  footing  with  regard  to  onerosity;  and,  then 
when  one  acceptor,  having  paid  the  bill,  sued  bis  co-acceptoi 
relief^™  rata,  it  was  held  that  their  defence,  that  they  acci 
for  his  accommodation,  could  only  be  proved  by  bis  writ  or  oatl 

§  338.     Mr  Erskine  holds  that  when  a  bill  does  not  bear  I 


(a)  Ersk.,  8,  2.  20— Tait,  474— Thomsoii  on  BiUa,  88— Jaffmy  e.  Bobertoon 
M.,  1 2,837- M'DoHell  w.  Dooftldson,  1S26,  4  S.,  87— Peat  c  Wilson,  1827. 6  S., 
Bennet  u.  BurKeas,  1828,  6  S.,  854— Jam  leson  ».  GrahaTO.  1882,11  S.,  80— Coi 
SuJkcr,  1849,  12  D..  16ft— Cargill  v.  Gould  &  Co.,  1852,  14  D.,  486.  The  consid. 
does  not  require  to  be  prBaent  value ;  Moffat  v.  M'Konzie,  1822,  2  S.,  75.  S 
Stewart  V.  Wylie,  1849,  11  D.,  llliS— Kidatoue  v.  Stead,  2lBt  Jan.  1809.  K.C— W 
V.  Barrie.  1793,  M..  1484.  (*)  Whj-te  o.  Finlay,  1881,  9  S..  804. 

(c)  Jameeon  i\  Grfthara^  1832,  11  S.,  80— Innefl  u.  Laweon,  1828,  6  S.,  613, 

(d)  Laing  u.  Anderaon,  1827,  5  S..  851. 


'  "  Proof  by  writ  or  oath  doea  not  mean  a  proof  by  writ  oiid  oath.  It  the  de 
fail  to  prove  hie  defence  by  writ,  he  may  have  recourse  to  proof  by  oalh;  bu 
then  confined  lo  the  oath  as  hia  only  evideni-e.  tlio  reference  to  oalh  beinj;  a  j 
ivintract  that  the  case  is  to  be  determined  by  what  hia  adveraary  shall  depone  " 
JoBtioe-Clork  Inglia,  in  Gotduu  v.  Pratt,  1800,  22  D.,  807. 
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for  value,  the  acceptor  is  presumed  not  to  be  the  drawer's  debtor  (e). 
But  this  doctrine  has  been  questioned  (/)  ;  and  it  cannot  be  recon- 
ciled with  two  cases  where  onerosity  was  presumed,  although  the 
value  set  forth  was  admitted  to  be  untrue  (g).  An  acceptor  who 
wishes  to  exclude  the  presumption,  may  do  so  by  accepting  "  for 
honour"  (A).  Again,  where  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  alleging  that  he 
had  joined  the  acceptors  in  it  for  the  accommodation  of  a  third 
party  (whose  name  was  not  on  the  bill),  sued  them  for  relief  of 
their  proportion  of  the  contents,  it  was  held  that  their  allegation, 
that  they  accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  the  pursuer  and  his 
brother,  could  only  be  proved  by  the  pursuer's  writ  or  oath  {i). 
Lord  Ordinary  Fullerton,  whose  judgment  was  adhered  to  in  the 
Inner  House,  observed  in  this  case  that  "  the  principle  which  seems 
to  be  adopted,  and,  as  it  appears  to  the  Lord  Ordinary,  justly  adopt- 
ed in  such  cases,  is,  that  among  the  parties  to  a  biU,  whether  an 
accommodation  bill  or  not,  the  liabilities  created  ex  facie  of  the 
document  must  receive  effect,  unless  taken  off  by  the  writ  or  oath 
of  the  apparent  creditor."  * 

(e)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  80,  citing  Cunningham  v,  Agnew,  1711,  M.,  1531. 

(/)  Ivory's  Erek.,  p.  626,  note,  78— Thomson,  89— Tait,  474.  (^)  In  Wal- 

lace p.  Barrie,  1798,  M.,  1484,  where  the  biU  bore  to  be  for  "  value  received  in  flax," 
and  the  acceptor  alleged  that  it  was  an  accommodation  biU  for  the  drawer's  behoof,  the 
Court  held  that  the  admission  did  not  annul  tlie  bill,  and  that,  notwithstanding  of  it, 
Talue  was  to  be  presumed.  It  was  observed  on  the  bench,  without  qualification,  that 
"tbe  law  presumes  that  the  acceptor  gets  value  for  the  bill ;  and  this  presumption  can 
only  be  taken  off  by  writ  or  oath  of  party."  "  In  Winton  v,  Gibson,  1831,  9  S.,  662, 
where  the  bill  bore  to  be  for  value  in  plumber  work,  and  the  acceptor  alleged  that  it 
vu  for  the  drawer's  accommodation,  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  of  value  was  not 
done  away  by  the  admission  that  the  particular  value  set  forth  was  untrue.  See  also 
tfalcolm  V.  BaUendene,  1835,  18  S.,  1021.  (A)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  80— Tait,  474. 

(i)  M*Gregor  v.  Gibson,  1881,  9  S.,  488.  Lord  Glenlee  observed— "AU  that  is  re- 
ferred to  the  pursuer's  oath  is  the  nature  of  the  transaction ;  but  it  will  still  be  open  to 
prove  aliunde  on  the  merits  as  to  payment  that  the  pursuer  never  gave  the  money  to 
Wardlaw,"  the  third  party  for  whose  accommodation  the  bill  was  alleged  to  have  been 
made. 


'  The  admission  of  the  drawer  was,  that  the  acceptance  was  not  for  value  when  it 
vas  granted ;  but  he  stated  that  he  had  discounted  the  bill  and  handed  the  proceeds  to 
the  acceptor. 

'  In  a  suspension  by  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  a  charge  by  the  drawer,  the  charger 
■tated  that  he  and  the  suspender  had  entered  into  a  joint  adventure,  that  the  bill  had 
been  made  to  raise  money  for  the  adventure,  that  he  (the  charger)  discounted  the  bill, 
employed  the  proceeds  in  the  joint  adventure,  and  afterwards  retired  the  bill ;  that  the 
joint  adventure  had  resulted  in  loss,  and  the  suspender's  share  of  the  loss  was  a  certain 
sam  less  than  the  sum  in  the  bill,  to  wliich  the  drawer  restricted  the  charge.  The  de- 
fender denied  the  joint  adventure,  and  alleged  that  the  bill  was  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  drawer.    The  majority  of  the  Court  held  that  the  drawer's  statement  showed  that 
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§  339.  Where  a  bill  Iicare'  to  Im;  for  "  value  in  account," 
value  ia  not  presumed ;  and  the  question  wliother  it  has  been  g 
depends  on  the  result  of  an  investigation  into  the  state  of  acco 
between  the  drawer  and  acceptor  {k).  This  is  also  the  rule  v 
it  appears  from  the  drawer's  writ  or  oath  that  the  value  was  it 
count  (i). 

§  340.  Aa  the  presumption  that  bills  are  onerous  is  desij 
for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and  the  protection  of  genuine  and  botw 
transactions,  it  yields  whenever  the  manifest  or  admitted  : 
show  that  the  transaction  was  not  onerous  (m).  What  course 
then  be  followed  depends  on  the  strength  of  the  7>n'ma_/a«'e 
against  onerosity.  If  it  is  clear,  the  Court  may  at  once  give  e 
to  it  («) ;  whereas  if  it  leaves  the  question  doubtful,  they  will  a 

(*)  Wightman  v.  Johnston,  1700,  4  Sup..  477- Wig}itman  e.  MoDcur,  1701.  il 
.— Wilaim  V.  Lodor,  1848,  lOD.,  GOO.  It  waa  hero  held  that  "  valne  in  accoant"  i 
as  hotiTcon  tlio  drawer  and  acceptor,  aod  not  aa  between  the  drawer  and  payee, 
pare  this  caae  with  Forbes  p.  Fonnereau.  1741.  Elch.,  "  Bill,"  No.  24  M..  147: 
Cheine  e.  Wiintem  Back,  1848,  10  D..  1C28.     Soo  Thomson,  i)2. 

(0  Cnrnithent  v.  Johnstone.  1830,  8  S..  957— Donaldson  v.  M'Doneli,  28th  Ja 
1826,  F.  C.  Sec  also  Young  o.  Sheridan,  1837,  16  S.,  604— Fortune  o.  Luke.  18 
S..  116— Perahard  u.  Brackciibridce,  1798.  M„  1628. 

(m)  See  the  caaea  on  the  presumption  in  favour  of  onerous  indorsees,  itifia. 

(n)  Thus  where  a  person  in  prison,  in  order  to  obtain  hia  liberation,  had  ao 
renewals  of  bills  which  included  nut  onlj  the  original  bills,  but  also  sums  whii 
charger  said  were  due  as  the  expense  of  dili|,-eDco  on  them,  which  sums  bad  no 
projierly  liquidated,  diligence  on  these  bills  was  suspended  without  caution  or  con 
tion ;  M'Lauchlans  v.  CampWU.  1821,  1  S.,  172.  In  the  year  1838  a  party  sue 
truflteeaof  his  eon  (who  had  died  in  December  1834),  for  payment  of  a  hill  for 
beating  to  bo  for  value  received,  payable  two  months  after  its  date  of  20th  July 
and  signed  by  the  son  as  acceptor.  The  dofcndi-rs  founded  on  the  following 
which  were  all  either  admitted  or  proved.  In  1822  the  son  succeeded  to  on  • 
which  the  father  managed  till  the  son'a  majority  in  1828.  In  1880  the  father  « 
quoatralci),  and  the  son  claimed  on  his  estato  as  a  creditor  for  £800,  which  the 
oij>lained  to  be  the  balance  duo  on  his  intromiesions  ;  but  this  claim  was  not  paic 
October  1831  the  father  was  imprisoned  for  debt,  and  afterwards  obtained  the  l 
of  the  act  of  grace  on  taking  the  usual  oath,  when  he  made  no  reference  to  any 
ngaiost  the  son.  He  was  liberated  in  March  1882,  on  the  incarcerating  creditor  t 
to  aliment  him.  In  August  1834  (two  years  after  llie  dale  of  the  bill  libelled  o 
sued  his  son  for  aliment,  representing  himself  to  be  in  destitution,  but  making;  do 
sion  to  the  bill ;  and  ia  that  action  ho  was  admitted  to  the  benefit  of  the  poor's  n 
the  ground  tbat  he  hod  no  funds  of  his  own.  These  facts  the  Court,  although 
difficulty,  held  to  be  suffieiont  to  overcomo  the  preBurupfion  of  onerosity,  and  thi 

tlie  bill  did  not  prove  what  debt,  if  any,  was  owing  by  the  suspender,  and  they  dii 
iMvesUg.ition.  Lord  Dens  thought  that  the  bill  should  receive  effect,  except  so 
it  was  qunlifled  anil  restricted  by  tha  charger's  aduiiseiona;  Blackwood  v.  Hay, 
20  D..  631. 
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a  proof  prout  de  Jure  of  non-onerosity  (o).  Sometimes  they  only 
allow  such  a  proof  "  before  answer "  (j?).  When  the  transaction 
appears  to  be  merely  irregular,  without  there  being  ground  to  sus- 
pect makb  fides  or  non-onerosity,  the  ordinary  rule  will  be  ap- 
plied (r)  ;  and  if  a  proof  which  has  been  allowed  comes  up  merely 
to  suspicion,  and  not  to  full  proof,  the  acceptor  must  fall  back  on 
the  drawer's  writ  or  oath  («).* 


cordingly  aasoilzied  the  trustees;  Burns  v.  Burns,  1841,  3  D.,  1273.  See  also  M'Ewan 
r.  Graliam,  1838,  12  S.,  110  (noticed  on  the  bench  in  M'Lachlans  v.  CampbeU,  mpra), 
where  the  Court,  being  satisfied  from  ocular  inspection  that  a  name  had  been  erased 
from  below  that  of  the  apparent  acceptor,  refused  action  thereon  against  him.  The 
admitted  circumstances  also  seemed  to  be  considered  sufficient  to  show  that  the  trans- 
action was  not  bona  fide  and  onerous.     See  also  Carruthers  v.  Johnstone,  1830,  8  S., 

(o)  Thus  in  M'Donald  v.  Langton  and  Others,  1836,  15  S.,  303,  where  tlie  indorsees 
charging  on  a  bUl  had  acquired  it  after  the  term  of  payment,  and  after  it  had  been 
noted  for  non-payment,  and  where  the  acceptors  having  alleged  that  they  were  not 
debtors  in  the  bill,  and  that  the  chargers  were  duly  made  aware  of  that  fact,  recovered 
writings  which  inferred,  but  did  not  conclusively  prove,  these  averments,  the  Court  al- 
lowed them  a  farther  ^roofprotU  dejure^  according  to  '*the  general  rule  to  allow  investi- 
gation by  parole  evidence,  where  there  is  reason  to  suspect  unfair  dealing  as  to  bills  of 
exchange."  See  this  case  noticed  by  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Boyle  in  Beveridge  v.  Hender- 
»>n,  infra, 

(p)  Thus  where  Beveridge  and  Colville  had  been  on  an  intimate  footing  for  a  num- 
ber of  years,  and  had  been  mixed  up  together  in  a  variety  of  bill  transactions,  and  where 
a  bill  at  four  months  drawn  by  Colville  and  accepted  by  Beveridge  in  August  1834,  had 
been  conveyed  by  Colville  to  Monro,  discounted  by  Monro  at  a  bank,  paid  and  taken  up 
by  Monro  on  non-payment  by  the  parties  to  it,  and  paid  to  Munro  by  the  trustee  on 
ColTille's  estate ;  and  where  Colville  having  died  in  1837,  without  having  claimed  any 
part  of  the  bill  from  Beveridge,  Colville's  representatives,  in  1841,  charged  Beveridge 
for  payment,  and  Beveridge  suspended  on  the  ground  (inter  alia)  that  the  bill  had  been 
granted  for  Colville's  accommodation ;  the  Court,  in  consideration  of  the  circumstances, 
allowed  a  proof  before  answer  of  certain  allegations  by  Beveridge,  which,  if  true,  showed 
that  Colville  had  been  the  real  debtor  in  the  bill ;  Beveridge  v.  Henderson,  1841,  4  D., 
87.  See  other  instances  in  which  the  Court  followed  this  practice  ;  Crichton  v.  Watt, 
1831,  9  S.,  616— Little  ».  Smith,  1846,  8  D.,  266— Pentiand  v.  Bell,  1822, 1  S.,  426. 
See  also  Borthwick  v.  Bremner,  1833,  11  S.,  716. 

(r)  As  in  Winton  v.  Gibson,  1831,  9  S.,  662— Wallaces  v,  Barrie,  1793,  M.,  1484— 
XOregor  r.  Gibson,  1831,  9  S.,  483— See  also  Malcolm  v.  Ballendene,  1836,  13  S.,  1021. 

(*)  Little  V,  Smith,  1847,  9  D.,  763.     See  Berry  v.  Murdoch,  1822,  1  S.,  364. 


*  Macleans  v.  Smith,  1866,  17  D.,  960— York  v.  GoBsman,  1861,  23  D.,  1246— 
M»Alister  v,  Gemmil,  1862,  24  D.,  966;  affd.,  March  1863,  tupra,  i  121,  note  12.  In- 
quiry was  allowed  where  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  alleged  that  at  a  sale  of  farm  stock  he 
bad  made  a  purchase,  and  accepted  a  blank  bill  drawn  by  the  pursuer,  who  managed 
the  sale,  on  the  understanding  that  the  blank  was  to  be  filled  up  with  the  price  of  what 
be  had  purchased,  which  was  far  less  than  the  sum  with  which  the  drawer  had  filled 
lap  the  blank  in  the  bill.    The  pursuer  admitted  that  the  bill  was  blank  when  it  was 
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§  341.  Ill  oiie  case,  wlicre  a  claim  for  payment  of  two  bills  i 
in  the  course  of  an  accounting  between  the  drawer  and  acce 
and  where  the  circumstances  attending  the  hills  were  strong] 
dicative  of  their  having  been  granted  without  value,  the  Coui 
quired  the  drawer,  before  answer,  to  give  in  a  condescendeii 
Uie  value  which  he  alleged  lie  had  given  for  them  (t).  This  i 
advisable  course  when  the  circumstances  are  strong  enough  t 
lieve  the  drawer  from  the  burden  of  proof,  although  not  euffi 
to  substantiate  the  averment  of  non-one rosity.* 

§  342.  When  the  acceptor  makes  specific  averments  of  wa 
value,  and  offers  to  prove  them  from  the  drawer's  books,  the  ( 
generally  sist  diligence  on  the  bill  until  the  books  shall  have 
examined  (u).  Thus  where  a  promissory  note  had  l>een  grant* 
Hynde  to  his  partner  Berrj-,  had  been  discounted  by  Berry 
duly  retired  by  Hynde  ;  and  where  Berry,  being  sued  for  the  an 
by  the  trustee  on  Hynde's  sequestrated  estate,  admitted  tha 
bill  had  been  an  accommodation  bill,  and  that  he  had  discot 
it,  but  added  that  it  had  been  for  Hynde's  accommodation,  to  ^ 
he  had  accordingly  paid  the  proceetis,  the  Lord  Ordinary,  aftt 
mitting  to  an  accountant  to  examine  the  books  of  the  partie 
soilzied  Berry ;  and  the  Court  adhered  to  the  judgment  (x) 
where  the  acceptors  of  four  bills,  on  being  sued  by  the  dra 
alleged  that  they  had  accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  the  1 
by  whom  the  bills  had  accordingly  been  retired,  and  when 
acceptors  raised  a  counter  action  of  reduction  on  the  groui 
fraud,  the  Court,  before  answer,  remitted  to  an  accountant  to 
mine  the  books  of  both  parties  (y).     On  the  other  hand,  wher 

(t)  Wilson  V.  P.>llock.  Gilmour,  &  Co.,  1S27,  6  S.,  7.  See  also  EuBtece  v.  P 
1776.  Hailes,  180.  (a)  Beny  v.  Murdoch,  1822,  1  S.,  828— See  alRo  Cu 

MoDteath,  1825,  4  S..  164.  (x)  Berry  e.  Murdoch,  lupra. 

( y)  Penlland  &  Son  v.  Bell  &  Co.,  1822,  1  S.,  404.  The  drawer's  booifl  wert 
to  conlain  entries  of  two  of  the  bilU  as  for  their  aecommodalion  ;  and  the  circumi 
of  the  case,  combined  with  the  suspicious  nature  of  the  books,  led  the  Court  to  all 

signed,  and  that  the  afceptoi  had  not  made  purchases  to  the  extent  of  the  sum 
bill,  hut  ho  alleged  that  the  acceptor  had  aj^eed  Ut  sign  the  hill  aa  a  aeciirity  fo 
purcbasea.  and  had  anthorieed  the  purauot  to  till  up  the  blank  with  the  sum  iu  tl 
which  sum  waa  covered  by  the  stamp.  However,  the  mere  ttvernient  that  a  bill 
complete  was  blank  when  an  acceptor  signed  it,  would  not  of  itself  entitle  tha  ai 
to  a  jiiontprmit  dtjurt;  Anderson  ii.  Lorimer,  1867,  20  D.,  74. 

«  This  course  was  adopted  in  the  case  of  Bannatyue  v.  WiUon,  1866.  18  D.,  : 
which  llie  acceptor  of  a  bill  resisted  an  action  on  the  hill  bj  the  holder  of  it. 
ground  that  the  bill  had  been  an  accommodation  bill  between  the  drawer  and  ac 
and  that  the  chnrger  was  not  an  onerous  bona  fidt  holder.  The  citcumstanoe 
thought  to  give  rise  to  doubt  as  lo  Ihc  oneroaity  of  the  bill. 


§  344.  BECEIVED  VALUE  FROM  DRAWER.  255 

acceptor  of  a  bill,  being  charged  by  a  bank  which  was  an  indorsee 
of  the  drawer,  alleged  that  he  had  accepted  for  the  drawer's  accom- 
modation, and  that  the  bank  were  not  onerous  and  bona  fide  holders, 
and  where  he  craved  leave  to  prove  the  latter  averment  from  the 
bank  books,  the  Court  held  that  the  offer  of  proof  was  too  vague  ; 
and  they  required  the  acceptor  to  prove  his  averment  by  reference 
to  oath  («). 

§  343.  But  while  proof  by  the  drawer's  books,  as  equivalent  to 
his  writ,  may  thus  be  allowed,  whenever  a  specific  case  of  non- 
onerosity  is  averred  ;  and  while  the  admitted  or  manifest  circum- 
stances may  induce  the  Court  to  allow  a  proof  of  that  fact  jyrout  de 
jure;  it  may  be  stated  as  an  inflexible  rule,  that  no  unsupported 
allegations  against  the  onerosity  of  a  bill,  however  strongly  and 
articulately  they  may  be  proponed,  will  obviate  the  presumption  in 
question,  or  entitle  the  acceptor  to  any  other  proof  than  the  drawer's 
writ  or  oath  (a). 

§  344.  This  rule,  however,  only  applies  where  the  acceptor 
does  not  deny  that  the  bill  was  duly  signed  by  him.  If  his  allegsr- 
tion  strikes  at  the  validity  of  the  document  as  his  writ,  e.y.,  where 
he  avers  that  it  is  a  forgery,  or  that  it  was  impetrated  from  him  by 
a  fraudulent  device,  he  will  be  allowed  a  proof  at  large,  although  he 
has  no  prima  foucie  case  on  the  admitted  facts.  This  has  been  re- 
peatedly held  where  the  allegations  were  that  the  subscription  had 
been  forged  (6).®  So,  a  long  trial  ensued  upon  an  issue  whether 
the  acceptor's  signature  had  been  fraudulently  obtained  to  the  bill 
when  he  was  blind  (c).  And  where  M*Ilwham,  the  granter  of  a 
promissory  note  to  Kerr,  alleged  that  it  had  been  impetrated  from 
him  by  gross  fraud  and  circumvention  on  the  part  of  Kerr  and  his 
wife,  a  proof  jprow^  dejure  was  allowed,  and  established  the  allega- 
tion (rf).  In  every  case,  indeed,  the  allegation  that  the  bill  had 
been  obtained  by  fraud  may  be  proved  by  parole  evidence,  provided 
the  averment  be  sufficiently  specific  (e).     It  would  seem  that  this 

ftcoepioT  a  proof  j?nni<  de  jure  of  their  allegation  against  another  of  the  hills.  The 
oondTtEdons  of  the  summons  did  not  apply  to  the  fourth  bill.  (2)  Monro  v. 

Aytoun,  1822,  1  S.,  338.  (a)  Supra,  g  386,  (a).  {b)  See  e.y.,  Gel- 

l*tley  V.  Jones,  1861,  13  D.,  961.  (c)  CampbeU  t>.  Ayr  Bank,  March  1864. 

{d)  M*Ilwham  v.  Kerr,  1823,  2  S.,  240.  («)  Andrew  v,  Buik,  1821,  1  S., 

80— Bums  V.  Bums,  1841,  3  D.,  1273,  per  Lord  FuUerton— Little  v.  Smith,  1846,  8  D., 
265,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk ;  and  9  D.,  762— compared  with  Goodfellow  v.  Madder, 
1786,  M.,  1483  ;  Hailes,  978,  S.  C— Hunter  v,  George's  Tr.,  1834,  7  W.  S.,  389.    See 


^  The  onus  being  on  the  party  impugning  the  signature. 
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§344- 


i'il 


only  holds  where  the  fraud  alleged  exists  in  the  original  concoction 
of  the  bill,  or  in  its  acquisition  by  indorsation,  and  that  the  allega- 
tion of  a  fraudulent  use  of  the  bill  will  not  suffice  (/).^ 

§  345.  In  cases  laid  upon  the  Act  1621,  c.  18,  for  defeating 
gratuitous  alienations  by  insolvent  persons,  the  rule  is,  that  if  the 
challenger  proves  that  the  granter  and  grantee  were  in  a  conjunct  or 
confident  relation,  he  thereby  transfers  the  onus  prohandi ;  where- 
upon the  party  maintaining  that  the  transaction  is  onerous  must 
prove  that  fact.  Such  is  the  rule  in  regard  to  deeds  of  alienation 
and  transference,  which  the  grantee,  if  conjunct  or  confident  to  the 
granter,  must  prove  to  be  onerous,  although  they  narrate  an  onerous 
consideration  (gr).  The  same  principle  holds  as  to  bills,  which  will 
not  be  presumed  to  have  been  accepted  for  an  onerous  consideration, 
if  the  drawer  is  conjunct  or  confident  to  the  acceptor  (A).  And  the 
circumstance  that  a  bill  bears  to  be  for  "  value  received,"  seems  not 
to  entitle  the  drawer,  if  a  conjunct  or  confident  party,  to  the  pre- 
sumption of  onerosity  (t).  On  the  other  hand,  when  the  drawer 
does  not  stand  in  any  of  the  relations  which  law  recognises  as  com- 
ing within  these  terms,  the  burden  of  proving  that  the  bill  is  not 
onerous  lies  on  the  party  who  challenges  it  (i).  It  may  be  added, 
that  the  nullity  which  the  Act  1621,  c.  18,  introduces,  does  not 
afl'ect  biUs  granted  by  an  insolvent  debtor  to  conjunct  or  confident 
persons  when  these  bills  have  passed  into  the  hands  of  those  who 
have  "  purchased  them  by  true  bargains,  for  just  and  competent 
prices,  or  in  satisfaction  of  their  lawful  debts,  from  the  interposed 
persons  trusted  by  the  said  dyvours  "  or  bankrupts. 

§  346.     It  has  been  held  that  a  bill  which  had  been  granted  on 


also  Pentland  &  Son  v,  BeU  &  Co.,  1822,  1  S.,  464,  rnpra,  §  342— Farquhar  v.  Shaw, 
1767,  M.,  12,841— Eustace  v.  Pringle,  1776,  Hailes,  130— and  see  infra,  J  369,  et  aeq. 

(/)  See  per  L.  Fnllerton  in  Bums  v.  Burns,  tupra — and  per  L.  Moncreiff  in  Little 
V,  Smith,  9  D.,  764— «m^a  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope)  in  S.  C,  8  D.,  269.  See  ir^ra, 
g  869,  et  seq.  {g)  Ersk.,  4,  1,  36—2  Bell's  Com.,  191,  tt  m^.— More,  61— Thomson 

on  Bills,  678.  (A)  2  BeU's  Com.,  189 ;  ib.,  192  (8),  citing  Belch,  24th  December 

1808,  not  rep. — Thomson,  679.  (»)  See  authorities  in  note  (A) ;  but  see  con- 

tra, Wightman  v.  Moncur,  1701,  4  Sup.,  497.  (k)  See  Ersk.,  4,  1,  85—2  BeU, 

191 — More,  61.    As  to  who  are  conjunct  or  confident  persons,  see  2  Bell,  187 — ^Edmond 
V,  Grant,  1863,  16  D.,  708. 


7  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  §16,  infra,  §  869,  note.  An  acceptor  of  a  bill,  in  an  action 
on  the  bill  by  the  drawer,  was  allowed  to  prove,  ^roM/  de  jure,  that  the  charger  had  ac- 
cepted from  the  defender  a  sum  of  money  for  all  the  bills  in  his  possession  with  the 
defender's  name  on  them,  and  had  fraudulently  retained  this  particular  bill ;  Joel  v. 
Johnstone,  1860,  22  D.,  430. 
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deathbed  is  not  entitled  to  the  presumption  of  onerosity  when  chal- 
lenged by  the  acceptor's  heir-at-law  (Z).  But  this  decision  may  be 
questioned. 


II.  Presumption  of  Onerosity  as  between  Drawer  and  Payee, 

§  347.  Upon  the  grounds  already  noticed,  the  payee  of  a  bill 
or  note  is  presumed  to  have  given  an  onerous  consideration  to  the 
drawer  (w).  This  holds  although  the  bill  was  originally  blank  in 
the  payee  8  name  (w),  and  although  it  does  not  bear  value  as  be- 
tween him  and  the  drawer  (o).  If,  however,  it  bears  to  be  for  value 
in  account  as  between  them,  full  value  is  not  presumed,  but  will 
depend  on  investigation  (j?).  Where  a  biU  was  drawn  thus,  "  Pay 
to  order  of  A  value  in  account  as  per  advice  from  L "  (who  was 
the  drawer),  the  Court  held  that  it  meant  account  as  between  the 
drawer  and  acceptor,  not  as  between  the  drawer  and  payee,  and, 
consequently,  that  it  was  liable  to  the  presumption  of  full  value  as 
between  the  latter  (r). 

§  348.  In  general  this  presumption  can  be  redargued  only  by 
the  payee's  writ  or  oath  on  reference  («).  But  circumstances  which 
indicate  suspicion  will  have  the  saine  effect  in  limiting,  or  (if  suffi- 
ciently strong)  in  overcoming  this  presumption,  as  they  have  on 
the  presumption  of  onerosity  in  the  acceptance  (f)  or  indorsation  (w). 
Accordingly,  a  bill  drawn  by  the  debtor  in  two  bonds,  payable  to 
the  creditor  in  them,  and  not  bearing  to  be  for  value,  was  held  to 
have  been  granted  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  in  the  bonds,  and  not 
for  present  value  (x). 

§  349.  In  bills  or  orders  for  delivery  of  goods,  there  seems  to 
be  a  presumption  of  onerosity  as  between  the  grantor  and  the  party 


(0  Christiaona  v.  Kerr,  1784,  M.,  12,599,  Elch.,  "Deathbed,"  No.  6. 

(jw)  Erak.,  8,  2,  29— Thomson,  87— Tait,  476— Wilflon  v.  Loder,  1848, 10  D.,  660— 
Ifalcolm  V,  BaUendene,  1886,  18  S.,  1021— Ker  v.  Brown,  1716,  M.,  1689— Scott  t>. 
I-«ng,  1707,  M..  1686— Swinton  v.  Thorn,  1709,  M.,  1686.  The  Earl  of  Forfar  having 
dnwn  a  bill  on  his  regimental  agent  in  these  terms,  "  Pay  to  T.  Agnew  or  order,  out  of 
the  first  snbelBtence  yon  receive  for  me,  which  shall  become  due  eight  months  after 
date,"  in  an  action  of  recourse  by  the  executor-creditor  of  Agnew  against  the  drawer's 
representatives  nearly  sixteen  years  afterwards,  the  Court  presumed  value  as  between 
the  Earl  and  Agnew ;  M'Dowal  v.  Douglas,  1781,  M.,  1641.  (n)  Thomson  v. 

<9all,  1805,  Hume,  68.  (o)  Authorities  in  note  (m).  (p)  See  Wilson  v. 

Lodn-,  1848, 10  D.,  660.    See  supra,  {  889.  (r)  Wilson  v.  Loder,  tupra. 

(#)  AuthoritieB  in  note  (m),  Mcpro.  (t)  See  tupra,  {  840,  et  teq. 

\u)  See  infra,  {  864,  et  seq.  (z)  Cheap  v,  Arnot,  1712,  M.,  1687. 

VOL  I.  R 
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in  whose  favour  they  are  granted.     But  it  may  be  overcome 
parole  evidence  (y), 


III,  Presumption  ofOnerosity  aa  bettveen  the  last  and  previous 
holders. 

%  350.  There  is  a  strong  presumption  that  the  holder  of  a  1 
obtained  it  from  the  indorser  or  previous  holder  for  an  onerous  ci 
sideration  {z).  This  apphes  although  the  indorsee's  right  was  ! 
onerous  at  first,  provided  he  ultimately  came  to  hold  the  bill 
value  {a)}  And  he  is  considered  an  onerous  indorsee  where  he  1 
only  a  joint  right  with  another  person  (6).  The  same  except 
applies  here  as  in  the  presumptions  already  noticed,  that  where  1 
indorsation  appears  on  the  bill,  or  is  admitted  to  be  for  "  value 
account "  between  the  indorsee  and  indorser,  full  value  is  not  p 
sumed,  but  depends  on  the  state  of  accounts  between  these  p 
ties  (c). 

§  351.  In  strictness,  the  presumption  of  onerosity  in  the  ind 
sation  applies  only  to  bills  and  promissory  notes.  But  indorsatii 
of  custom-house  debentures  have  been  presumed  onerous  (rf)i 
though  they  seem  not  to  have  the  privilege  of  bills  in  being  f 
from  latent  objections  against  prior  holders  (e). 

(y)  Arbuthnot  v.  Pypec,  1714,  M.,  1505— MerchisloD  v.  BoberiMo,  1672,  M.,  1( 
2  Sup.,  629,  S.  C.  [i)  Eialt..  3,  2,  81— Thomaon,  86— Tait,  477.     This  L 

old  rule ;  see  Aucbialeck  o.  Miller,  1715,  M.,  1587.     It  applieB  althougb  the  bill  i 
not  bear  tote  peynble  to  order;  Robertson  e.  Burdekin,  1848,  6  D.,  17. 

(a)  Stewart  v.  WjUie,  1849,  11  D.,  1128— Glen  r.  National  Bant,  1849. 12  D.,  8f 
Eidston  i>.  Stead,  21at  Jau.  1809.  F.C. ;  soe  also  Moffat  v.  M'Kenzie,  1822,  2  S.,  76 

(b)  Ailchiaon  c  M'Dunald,  1823.  2  B.,  478.  («)  Supra,  \  889- Wightma 
JohuBtono,  1700,  4  B.  Sup,,  477— Wileon  p.  Loder,  1848. 10  D.,  660;  per  Lord  Medn 
see  this  case  tupra,  J  E47  (p).  See  also  Donoldaciii  r.  Mocdonni^ll.  26th  Jan.  1 
F.  C.  The  case  of  Harris  and  Co.  v.  Croebie,  1775,  as  reported  in  5  B.  Sup.,  39 
sgainet  tbo  rule  in  the  text.  But  that  report  le  erroaeouB ;  see  the  case  fa  Bules, 
and  M.,  2577.  See  also  Burnet  b.  Ritchie,  1778,  M.,  1519.  (rf)  L.  Caatlehi 
Watson.  1760,  M.,  1475.  But  writ  or  oath  will  probably  not  be  held  necessary  to  c 
como  Ibis  premtuptiou ;  see  nipm,  i  849.  («)  Alison  v.  Seton,  1750,  U.,  16,1 
Elch.,  ■'  Bill,"  Mo.  46.  8.  C. 


*  An  indonee  who  received  a  bill  in  eecuiitj  of  a  prenoue  debt  bj  the  iudorat 
an  onerouB  holder ;  and  where  a  drawer  indoraed  a  bill  io  order  that  the  indonee  m 
get  it  negotiated,  and.  when  the  indoreoe  waa  unable  to  get  the  bill  negotiated,  told  hi. 
keep  it  for  a  pravioua  debt,  the  indoiBee,  in  an  action  BgaiDst  the  acceptor,  was  helc 
oneroni  holdsr.  "  A  bill  may  be  put  into  a  party's  bauds  for  a  particular  purpose, 
there  may  be  engrafted  on  hie  title  of  poaseasion  a  different  pnipoee ;"  Gordan  i>.  P 
1860,  22  D.,  903. 
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§  362.  Except  in  cases  of  a  really  suspicious  character,  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  indorsation  being  onerous  can  be  overcome  only  by 
the  holder's  writ  or  oath  on  reference  (/).  It  will  not  give  place 
to  the  strongest  averments  of  non-onerosity,  which  are  not  borne 
out  by  the  apparent  or  admitted  facts  (gr).  It  has  been  sustained 
even  where  the  facts  raised  some  suspicion  (h), 

§  353.  This  presumption  has  been  applied  where  the  indorsa- 
tion was  challenged  under  the  Act  1696,  c.  5,  as  having  been 
granted  in  security  of  former  advances  and  not  for  present  value. 
In  such  cases  the  challenger  has  been  obliged  to  prove  his  allega- 
tion by  writ  or  oath  (z).  When  the  bill  is  challenged  on  the  Act 
1621,  c.  18,  as  granted  inter  conjunctos  without  value,  it  will  be 
good  in  the  hands  of  an  onerous  indorsee  (k).  Where  the  indorsa- 
tion itself  is  challenged  under  that  Act,  the  same  principles  will 
apply  as  where  the  objection  is  taken  against  the  acceptance  (J). 

§  354.  The  question  has  often  been  raised.  Whether  an  indorsa- 
tion made  after  the  term  of  payment  of  the  bill  is  presumed  to  be 
onerous  ?  • 

It  is  now  settled,  on  the  one  hand,  that  the  circumstance  of  the 
indorsation  having  occurred  at  that  stage,  is  not  sufficient  of  itself 
to  exclude  the  presumption  (m).  Thus  where  a  bill  dated  1st  June, 
and  payable  3d  December,  1818,  accepted  by  M*Kellar  in  favour  of 
M*Callum,  had  been  indorsed  by  M*Callum  to  M*Gowan  in  Decem- 
ber 1823, — ^in  an  action  by  M'Gowan  against  M'Kellar  shortly  after 

(/)  Authorities  in  note  (z),  supra. 

{^)  Wight  V.  Ritchies,  24th  June  1809,  F.  0.— Scott,  19th  Dee.  1809,  F.  0.— Craig 
V.  Shiela,  15th  Dec.  1809,  F.C.— Denniston  v.  Thomson,  1822,  1  S.,  319— Caimcross  v. 
MilcheU,  1824,  2  S.,  774— Naysmith  v.  Lawrie,  1824,  8  S.,  166— Dnnlop  v.  Reid,  1827. 
5  S.,  796— Napier  v.  Sandiman,  1829,  8  S.,  273— BeU  ».  M'Kune,  1831,  9  S.,  687— 
Boeg  V.  Fisher,  1849,  11  D.,  362 :— Contra,  Gorrie  v.  Aitken,  1766,  M.,  1520.  In  the 
case  of  Van  Cherant  v.  M'Kay,  1735,  Elch.,  "Bill,"  No.  7,  which,  as  reported,  seems  to 
go  against  this  rule,  the  Session  Papers  (vol.  8,  p.  1024)  show  that  the  suspicious  cir- 
eomstances  appeared  from  the  holder's  oath.  (A)  See  cases  in  following  notes. 

(t)  Mansfield,  Hunter,  &  Co.  v.  M'llmun,  and  lidem  v.  Douglas,  1770,  hoth  noted  in 
It,  "Billfl,"  Appx.  No.  2,  and  Hailes,  860— See  also  Stein  v.  Forbes,  1791,  M.,  1142— 
Bichmond  i;.  Pelican  Insu.  Co.,  1806,  M.,  "  Bankrupt,"  Appx.  No.  24— Dundas  v.  Smith, 
1808,  M..  ib.,  No.  28,  and  CampbeU  t>.  M'Gibbon,  1780,  M.,  1189— compared  with 
CampbeU  v.  Graham,  1718,  and  Durward  v,  Wilson,  1700,  M.,  1119  and  1120— Arrol  v, 
MaiBhaU,  1821, 1  S.,  67— Pattison  v.  CampbeU,  1827,  5  S.,  208.  (k)  Supra, 

\  346.  {F)  Supra,  §  845.  (m)  1  Bell's  Com.,  403— Wilkie  v,  Wilson. 

SOth  NoTember  1811,  F.  C— Frier  v,  Richardson,  1806,  M.,  "Bills,"  Appx.  No.  19— 
(kawford  v.  Robertson,  30th  June  1814,  F.  C— Pattison  v,  Campbell,  1827,  5  S.,  208— 
Per  Lord  (Ordinary)  Corehouae  in  M'Donald  r.  Langton,  1886, 15  S.,  804 — and  cases 
in  following  notes. 


» Infra,  note  10. 

r2 


his  indorsation,  it  was  lieKl  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  pri 
an  onerous  holder,  there  licing  no  marks  of  dishonour  iipoi 
to  raise  the  susjiieion  that  it  was  not  negotiable  (n).  Ag 
qnestion  between  the  drawers  and  indorsees  of  a  bill,  w 
latter  admitted  that  they  had  not  originally  been  parties  t 
after  it  was  past  due  they  had  taken  it  up  (without  ind 
from  a  bank  where  it  had  been  discounted,  that  part  of  it '. 
previously  paid  by  the  acceptor,  and  that  the  acceptor 
brother  of  one  of  the  indorsees,  who  were  a  mercantile  coi 
it  was  held  that  these  circumstances  were  not  sufficient 
that  the  indorsees  were  uot  onerous  holders ;  and  no  otiiei 
non-onerosity  being  offered,  the  Court  refused  to  suspend 
by  the  indorsees  against  the  drawer  (o).  So  where  a  bill 
by  Adam  in  favour  of  J.  &  T.  Gilchrist,  having  been  blank 
to  a  bank,  had  been  protested,  and  two  months  after  pr 
been  transferred  to  Boyd,  and  where  Boyd  charged  Adam 
ment, — in  a  suspension  by  Adam  on  the  ground  that  he 
certain  dealings  with  the  Gilchrists,  and  that  they  bad  a 
his  other  creditors  agreed  to  accept  of  a  composition,  it  I 
ther  arranged  that  the  ainonnt  of  their  claim  should  l>e  sett 
a  reference,  but  that  in  order  to  defeat  that  arrangemeni 
christs  had  furnished  money  to  Boyd  to  take  up  the  bill, 
Boyd  was  therefore  not  an  onerous  indorsee, — the  Court 
these  allegations  of  Adam  could  only  be  proved  by  Boyd 
oath  (p).  In  auother  case  Young  had  accepted  bills  for  . 
and  £16  respectively  to  M'Carter,  the  first  of  them  being 
June,  and  the  two  others  in  August  1823,  and  M'Carti 
discounted  them  i,vith  a  bank  agent,  they  came  into  the 
Pollock,  who  alleged  that  M'Carter  had  retired  them,  an 
was  M'Carter's  onerous  indorsee.  Young  having  died  in  '. 
1824,  Pollock  raised  action  against  his  heir  in  Febru. 
The  defender,  without  denying  that  the  bills  had  been 
pleaded  that  they  had  been  retired  by  Young,  who  (he  all 
£100  lying  in  the  bank  when  the  bills  fell  due,  and  that 
after  imlorsing  them  to  the  bank,  had  never  properly  i 
them.  The  hills  Cor  £40  and  £16  bore  no  mark  of  noting 
for  £30  was  noted,  but  no  protest  had  been  extended  upo 


(n)  H-Gavw  v.  M-Kellu,  1836,  4  8..  49S.  (o)  Muir  &  Co. 

18S1,  9  B.,  53S.  Tbia  caea  was  not  meant  to  louch  the  ijnostion  wbcthcr  i 
dejun  miglit  have  been  alluvred  iu  support  of  the  gnapcoder's  ullegatiooB. 
Lord  Ordiniiryd  intprlociilor.  (p)  Adam  v.  Boyd.  1880,  8  S..  <■ 
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on  the  back  of  this  bill  were  jottings  in  the  hand  of  the  bank 
agenf s  clerk,  which  (inter  alia)  bore,  "  Two  bills  £40,"  and  de- 
ducted that  sum  from  "  Eeceipt  £100."  Pollock  denied  that  these 
jottings  had  any  reference  to  a  settlement  with  the  bank,  and 
pleaded  that  nothing  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  £30  bill  to  make 
him  doubt  that  it  as  well  as  the  others  were  subsisting  documents 
of  debt.  The  Court  sustained  that  plea,  and  held  that  the  alleged 
fraud  or  non-onerosity  could  only  be  proved  by  PoUock's  writ  or 
oath  (r). 

§  355.  On  the  other  hand,  the  fact  that  an  indorsation  was 
dated  after  the  bill  fell  due  goes  far  towards  excluding  the  pre- 
sumption in  favour  of  onerosity ;  and  it  will  not  require  strong  cor- 
roborating circumstances  to  throw  upon  the  indorsee  the  burden  of 
proving  that  he  holds  under  an  onerous  transaction  (s).  If  the  bill 
bears  marks  of  dishonour,  the  presumption  of  onerosity  will  be  held 
not  to  apply,  because  as  the  indorsee  acquired  the  bill  when  it  was 
tx/acie  not  a  negotiable  instrument,  there  is  not  ground  to  pre- 
sume that  he  gave  value  for  it  as  negotiable  (t).  The  "  noting"  by 
a  notary-public  on  protesting  the  bill  will  usually  be  a  sufficient 
mark  for  this  purpose,  although  it  will  not  always  overcome  the 
presumption  of  onerosity  (u), 

§  356.  The  law  of  England  differs  considerably  from  ours  in 
this  class  of  cases.  It  is  there  held  that  an  indorsee,  whose  right 
was  acquired  after  the  bill  had  fallen  due,  is  subject  to  all  the  latent 
objections  which  attach  to  the  document  (x),^^ 

(r)  Young  ».  PoUock.  1881,  10  S.,  8.  («)  1  BeU's  Com.,  408.    See  this  il- 

Inrtrated  by  the  foUowing  cases: — Ramsay  v,  Aitken  1825,  4  S.,  890 — Robertson  v. 
Annan,  1825,  4  S.,  40— Leishman  v,  Mercer,  1822,  1  S.,  818— Thomson  v.  M'Lauch- 
lane,  1823,  2  S.,  497  (as  noticed  in  Thomson  on  BiUs,  98>— Farqnhar  v.  Sloan,  1880,  9 
S.,  112— Macdonald  v.  Langton,  1886,  15  S.,  808— Beveridge  v.  Henderson,  1841,  4  D., 
87 — With  which  cases  compare  Ferrie  r.  Mathie,  1824,  8  S.,  174 — M'Lanchlane  v, 
Hendereon,  1831,  9  S.,  758.  (t)  1  BeU*8  Com.,  408— Wilkie  v,  Wilson,  80th 

Nov.  1811,  F.  C.  (ti)  Compare  the  opinions  of  Lord  (Ordinary)  Corehonse  in 

Xacdonald  v.  Langton,  1836,  15  S.,  803,  and  Lord  Balgray  in  Smith  v,  Murdoch,  1829, 
7  8.,  671,  with  Young  v.  Pollock,  1881,  10  S.,  8,  aupra,  (r),  where  a  party  was  pre- 
fomed  to  be  the  onerous  holder  of  a  group  of  three  bills  between  the  same  parties  and 
of  nearly  the  same  dates,  all  of  them  having  been  indorsed  after  the  dates  of  payment, 
and  one  of  them  bearing  ex  facie  marks  of  noting.  Professor  Bell  (Princ,  {  882),  citing 
Vacdonald  v.  Langton,  nipni,  lays  down  that  if  a  bill  has  been  noted  as  dishonoured 
the  indorsee  will  be  liable  to  all  latent  exceptions.  But  neither  in  that  case  nor  in 
Smith  9.  Murdoch,  to  which  the  same  learned  author  also  refers,  did  the  point  arise 
purdy.  (x)  Chitty  on  Bills  (9th  ed.),  218— Bayley  on  Bills,  159— Taylor  v.  Mather, 

17^,  3  Durf.  and  E.,  88,  note— Brown  v.  Davis,  1789,  ib.,  80.   See  also  1  Bell's  Com.,  402. 


i<*  The  law  of  Scotland  on  this  point  has  been  assimilated  to  the  law  of  England  by 
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5  357.  The  following  decisions  show  what  circnmBtancea 
Court  consider  sufficient  to  exclude  the  presumption  of  onerc 
or  (if  not  strong  enough  for  that  purpose)  sufficient  to  warran 
vestigation  into  the  facte  by  other  proof  besides  the  indorsee's 
or  oath, 

Wliere  the  acceptors  of  a  bill,  which  they  alleged  was  an  ac' 
modation  hill,  susi>endcd  a  charge  at  the  instance  of  the  la 
three  indorsees,  and  the  charger  in  his  oath  on  reference,  adm 
that  he  was  not  an  onerous  holder,  but  stated  that  he  held  as 
tee  for  a  prenoua  indorsee,  whose  right  he  alleged  on  record 
onerous  and  bona  fide,  the  Court  suspended  the  diligence  on 
tion,  although  it  was  contended  that  the  oath  had  not  ovcrcom 
presumption  of  the  onerosity  either  of  the  prior  indorsations 
the  acceptance  (y).  Again,  where  Kippen,  as  indorsee  of  a  hi 
£139  drawn  by  James  Macgill  A  Co.  on  Miller,  chained  Miller, 
alleged  that  the  bill  had  been  fraudulently  filled  in  with  that 
instead  of  £3,  as  he  had  intended;  and  where  it  appeared  that  i 
was  no  such  firm  as  James  Macgill  &  Co.,  and  that  James  Mb 
was  an  undischarged  hanknipt,  and  Kippen  the  concurring  ere 
in  his  sequestration ;  the  Court  suspended  the  diligence  wit 
caution  or  consignation  (z).  Thus  also  in  an  action  hy  the  h 
against  the  acceptors  of  a  bill  blank  indorsed,  it  was  held  suffi 
to  overcome  the  presum]ition  of  onerosity  that  the  holder  adm 
having  received  the  hill  from  his  brother,  who  was  the  dra 
trustee,  that  he  had  given  in  a  statement  as  to  the  value  whicl 
inconsistent  ■with  the  terms  of  the  bill,  and  that  the  action  ha( 
been  raised  until  three  years  after  the  bill  had  fallen  due,  and 
his  lirotlicr  the  trustee  had  become  bankrupt  (a).     In  another 

(y)  Thomson  ft  Co.  v.  Sharp,  1849,  11  D.,  887.  (i)  HilleT  v.  Kippen, 

11  D.,  233.     See  bIbo  Cttrrick  v.  MiUs,  1828,  6  3.,  785.  (a)  Thon 

M'Lanchlane,  1828.  2  S.,  497. 

the  16tb  section  of  tbe  Mercuntile  Amendment  Act,  which  providea: — "When  ai 
of  exchange  at  promisaory  note  gball,  niter  the  passing  of  tbie  Act.  be  indoiBed  ifl 
period  when  such  bill  of  eichsnge  or  promiasor^  note  became  pfiyabte.  the  indoi 
BDch  bill  or  note  shall  i>e  deemed  to  have  taken  tbe  same  subject  to  all  objccti< 
exceptions  to  which  the  said  bill  or  note  vvs  anbject  in  the  hanilB  of  the  indorsei 
and  20  Vict.,  c.  GO.  Accnrding  to  the  law  of  England,  the  latent  objections  to  wh 
indonee  of  an  cverdue  bill  is  subject,  are  thoae  intrinsic  to  the  bill,  but  not  obj( 
arising  from  collateral  circumstances,  scuh  as  a  right  of  set-off  agaiaat  the  1 
holder.  It  would  appear  that  the  original  absenoe  of  consideration  is  not  held 
one  of  the  equities  which  attach  to  the  instnimont;  Bjlee  on  Bills,  8th  edition, 
MiTcanlila  Law  ComniBeioii  of  1856  on  the  differences  between  tbe  laws  of  So 
find  England  ob  to  Bills  and  Notes, 
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the  drawer  and  indorser  of  a  bill  had  addressed  a  letter  to  one  of 
the  acceptors,  promising  to  retire  it  when  due ;  the  indorsee  was 
brother-in-law  to  the  drawer,  and  the  indorsation  was  dated  after 
the  drawer  had  executed  a  trust-deed  for  behoof  of  his  creditors, 
and  after  a  bank  (of  wliich  the  drawer  was  agent)  had  seized  on  aJl 
his  proi^rty  in  consequence  of  his  defalcations.  In  an  action  by 
the  indorsee  against  the  representatives  of  the  other  acceptor,  where 
the  pursuer  alleged  that  the  consideration  had  not  been  money  ad- 
vanced, but  business  in  law  agency,  the  Court,  after  remitting  to 
an  accountant  to  examine  the  books  of  the  parties,  assoilzied  the 
defenders;  and  the  House  of  Lords  affirmed  the  judgment  (6). 
Again,  J.  A.  &  Co.,  were  drawers  of  a  bill  which  they  discounted 
with  a  bank.  Ha^ang  been  disliououred  and  protested,  it  was  re- 
tired ;  and  J.  A.'s  brother  (whose  name  appeared  as  indorser,  and 
in  whose  favour  a  receipt  had  been  granted  by  the  bank)  charged 
the  acceptor  for  payment.  lie  suspended  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  an  accommodation  bill,  and  that  the  holder  was  not  an  onerous 
indorsee;  and  in  supi)ort  of  his  allegation  he  produced  a  letter  from 
J.  A.  &  Co.,  dated  the  day  after  the  bill  had  been  retired,  stating 
that  it  was  then  in  their  hands ;  which  letter  it  was  maintained 
showed  that  the  bill  had  been  retired  by  J.  A.  &  Co.,  and  had  after- 
wards been  conveyed  to  the  indorsee.  The  Court,  satisfied  from 
these  circumstances  that  the  indorsation  was  not  onerous,  suspended 
dihgence  on  the  biU,  without  requiring  caution  (c).  Wliere  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  raised  a  suspension  of  a  charge  by  an  indorsee  on 
the  ground  that  the  bill  had  been  granted  in  order  to  induce  the 
drawer  to  drop  a  prosecution  against  the  acceptor  for  theft,  that  it 
had  been  produced  at  the  trial,  and  that  the  indorsation  was  not 
onerous ;  and  where  it  appeared  that  the  indorsation  had  been  pos- 
terior to  the  trial,  but  tliat  a  part  of  the  bill,  which  had  borne  the 
date  of  indorsation,  had  been  torn  off ;  the  Court  granted  the  sus- 
pension, which  the  acceptor  had  only  asked  to  be  passed  on  cau- 
tion (rf)." 

(6)  Hunter  v.  George's  Tr.,  1882,  10  S.,  661 ;  aflfd.,  7  W.  S.,  888.  The  opinion  of 
Lord  Wjnford  (who  proposed  the  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords)  tends  towards  re- 
lanng  the  presumption  in  favour  of  onerosity.  But  Lord  Moncreiff  ohserved,  in  MiUer 
f.  Kippen  (11  D.,  286),  that  he  would  not  be  inclined  to  rest  much  on  the  opinion  of 
th&t  learned  Lord ;  as  the  rules  on  this  branch  of  Scotch  law  seem  to  have  been  new  to 
liim,  and  to  have  amazed  him.  (e)  Samsay  v.  Aitken,  1826,  4  S.,  890.    With  this 

eve  oompare  Muir  v.  M'Donald,  1881,  0  S.,  686.  {d)  Kennedy  v,  Cameron,  1828, 

2  S.,  192. 


^^  In  an  action  by  N.  B.,  as  holder  of  a  biU  drawn  by  A.  B.  &  Co.|  against  the  ac- 
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§  358.  On  tlie  other  hand,  the  preBumption  of  oneroflitj 
been  applied  in  favour  of  the  last  liolder  of  a  bill  blank  indoi 
although  he  had  received  it  from  a  stranger  on  discount,  aft€ 
had  been  stolen  from  the  proper  owner  (e).^  Nor  will  the  presu 
lion  be  overcome  merely  by  mora  to  raise  action  on  the  bill ; 
years  having  been  fixed  by  statute  as  its  limit.  Accordingly 
presumption  has  been  held  to  apply  where  an  indorsee  had  held 
bill  for  nearly  five  years  without  claiming  upon  it,  his  accoui 
how  he  had  acquired  it,  and  of  the  mora,  being  satisfactory 
Before  the  introduction  of  the  sexennial  prescription,  howevt 
.  was  held  that  the  lapse  of  three  years  and  upwards  without  den 
on  the  bill  deprived  the  indorsee  of  his  presumption  of  onerositj 
Where  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  for  £27  charged  the  acceptor 
drawer,  who  sufipeuded  on  the  ground  (inter  alia)  that  they 


(«)  Scott  V.  Kilmarnock  Bank,  27th  Febrnar;  1812,  F.  C— Lambton  v.  Hu 
SlBt  Jane  1799,  F.  C.  See  sIbo  Crawford  v.  Bojal  Bauh,  1749,  M.,  876,  and  Sk 
V.  Beveridge,  1799,  M.,  10.105,  wheTe  the  eame  principle  vae  applied  as  to  stolen 
not«s.  In  none  of  these  caaea  was  the  bolder  privy  to  the  theft.  In  Swinton  v. 
lidga  the  public  proBecutor  had  purchaaed  the  notes  knowing  them  to  have  hcen  a 
and  his  right  to  them  y/aa  anetained  against  that  of  the  party  from  irhom  the;  had 
stolen,  an  he  had  given  value  for  them  to  the  previoua  holder.  (/)  Fei 

Mathie,  1824.  3  S..  174-M'Qowii  v.  M-KeUar,  1820, 4  S.,  498.  See  abo  M'Lani 
D.  HendeiEon,  1831,  9  S.,  7S3— and  Young  t>.  Pollack,  1881,  10  S.,  6,  tt^a,  i  354 

(g)  See  casea  in  Brown's  Syaop.,  244,  G. 


ceptnr,  it  appeared  that  the  bill  had  been  granted  for  accommodation  of  A.  B.  i 
of  which  firm  A.  B.,  brother  of  N.  B.,  was  sole  partner,  that  the  estates  of  A.  B. 
had  been  seqnestrated,  but  no  claim  was  made  in  the  sequestration  hy  N.  B. 
there  were  no  entries  in  N.  B.'b  books  relative  to  the  bill,  that  N.  B.  had  bad  ace 
the  repoaitaries  nf  A.  B.,  and  that  there  bad  been  a  delay  of  three  years  in  bringii 
action.  Proceeding  on  theae  and  other  circumstances,  the  Lord  Ordinary  (And< 
held  that  N.  B.  was  not  entitled  lo  the  privileges  of  a  bona  fidt  onerous  bolder. 
Court  altered  that  interlocutor,  and  appointed  the  charger  to  state  where  be  got  tl 
and  what  he  gave  for  it;  and  they  anerwards,  under  commisaion.  recovered  doci 
tary  evidence.  Tbey  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  pursuer,  a  conjunct  and 
dent  person,  had  failed  to  show  that  be  acquired  tho  bill  for  value,  and  Uiat  i 
proved  to  have  been  an  accommodation  bill,  and  llierefore  they  found  him  not  et 
to  the  privilege  of  a  bona  fide  onerous  holder,  and  assoilzied  the  defender.  Tbe 
Justice-Clerk  (Hope)  aaid.  that  to  find  the  pursuer  not  a  bona  fide  holder,  would 
been  enongb  to  snppart  tho  judgment,  whether  be  was  an  onerous  holder  or  not ; 
natyne  v.  Wilson,  1865,  18  D.,  230— Middleton  «.  Kutberglen,  1861.  23  D.,  626. 

>i  This  is  not  now  law  ;  by  the  15tb  section  of  the  act  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60  (Mi 
tile  Amendment  Act),  it  is  provided,  that  "  Where  any  biU  or  note  has  been  lost,  c 
or  fraudulently  obhuned,  the  holder  of  such  bill  or  note,  saeing  or  doing  dOi 
tliiTcou,  shall  be  bound  to  prove  that  value  was  given  by  him  for  the  same;  bnl 
piuof  may  be  made  by  parole  evidence." 
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granted  to  the  indorsees  a  new  bill  for  £47,  in  order  that  it  might 
be  discounted,  and  its  proceeds  applied  in  extinction  of  the  bill 
charged  on ;  the  indorsees  alleging,  on  the  other  hand,  that  they 
only  held  the  £47  bill  in  security  of  the  other ;  the  Court  held  that 
the  suspender's  allegation  could  only  be  proved  by  the  charger's 
writ  or  oath  (A). 

§  359.  The  presumption  in  favour  of  an  indorsee  proceeds  on 
the  footing  that  he  acquired  the  bill  with  the  legal  consent  of  the 
previous  holder ;  and  its  application,  therefore,  is  limited  to  cases 
which  impugn  the  onerosity  of  the  transaction  from  which  his  right 
arose.  Where,  however,  the  objection  is  that  the  indorsee  acquired 
the  bill  by  fraud,  and  that  therefore  he  is  not  entitled  to  retain  or 
nse  it  for  any  purpose  whatever,  the  presumption  in  question  has 
no  place ;  and  the  averment  may  be  proved  prcm^  de  jure,  although 
there  should  be  nothing  in  the  patent  or  admitted  facts  to  call  the 
holder's  right  in  question  (t).  This  rule,  for  example,  must  apply 
where  it  is  alleged  that  the  indorsation  is  forged,  or  that  the  party 
holding  a  bill  blank  indorsed  stole  it  from  the  previous  holder.  In- 
deed, if  the  proof  of  such  averments  were  limited  to  the  holder's 
writ  or  oath,  the  consequence  would  be  that  frauds  of  this  kind 
would  escape  detection ;  since  the  holder  would  take  care  not  to 
leave  written  evidence  of  his  act ;  and  he  would  be  entitled  to  de- 
cline examination  on  oath  upon  the  facts,  as  that  would  involve 
him  in  the  risk  of  a  criminal  prosecution.^* 

§  360.  In  order  to  bring  the  case  within  the  principle  thus 
stated,  it  is  not  enough  for  the  party  who  challenges  an  indorsation 
to  aver  either  that  the  indorsee  conspired  with  the  indorser  for  the 


(A)  Haig  V.  Service,  1882,  11  S.,  145.  (t)  The  distinction  stated  in  the  text 

is  supported  by  the  cases  cited  tupra,  }  844.  See  also  Wilson  v.  Mitchell,  1827,  6  S., 
318,  where  a  party  charged  as  payee  and  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  alleged  that  the 
indorBation  was  a  forgery,  and  the  Conrt  being  satisfied  by  a  comparison  of  the  indor- 
sation with  specimens  of  the  party's  genuine  handwriting,  suspended  the  diligence. 
A§;aiii,  in  an  action  by  Fyfe  against  £dward  for  delivery  of  a  biU  which  the  defender 
aome  time  previously  had  granted  to  the  pursuer,  where  the  latter  proved  that  the  bill 
had  been  abstracted  from  the  hands  of  a  messenger  with  whom  he  had  deposited  it,  the 
Court  ordered  the  bill  to  be  restored ;  Edward  v.  Fyfe,  1828,  2  S.,  481.  So  in  Cairns  o. 
iCsrianski,  1860, 12  D.,  920  (affd.  on  biU  of  exceptions,  1  Macq.,  212),  whera  the  heir  of 
an  old  man  got  decree  of  reduction  of  (inter  <Uia)  certain  indorsations  to  bills  in  favour 
of  the  dd  man's  son-in-law,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  been  impetrated  from  him  by 
fraod  and  circumvention  when  he  was  weak  and  facile ;  the  proof  was  unlimited.  See 
siso  Smith  v.  Stark,  1881, 10  S.,  160— WaUace  ».  Scott,  1848,  10  D.,  1277— Leishman 
f.  Mercer,  1822, 1  S.,  868.  • 


13  See  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  §  16;  supra,  I  868,  note  11. 
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purpi^so  of  defeating  latent  olijections  to  tlie  liill,  or  that  the  i: 
fraudulently  used  the  iudoraalion  for  a  different  imriiose  fro 
which  the  indoracr  inteudiii  The  ordinary  cases  agaiuet  ti 
oeity  of  an  indoifiatioii  imply  one  or  othc-r  of  these  frauds 
only  where  the  objector  directly  impugns  the  indorsee's  r 
hiild  or  use  the  bill,  and  condescends  specifically  on  a.  frai 
aoquiaitiou  of  it,  that  the  principle  referred  to  applies,  and  t 
proof  of  the  fraud  is  unlimited  (A). 

5  361.  In  several  cases  whore  there  was  an  appearance 
hision  between  the  indorsee  and  the  drawer,  the  Court  allov 
indorsee  to  be  jmliciully  examined  (i).  But  they  have  alw 
fused  this  mode  of  investigation  when  the  allegations  againt 
osity  wore  not  supported  by  circumstances  of  a  euepjcious 
l<ir(,«). 

§  362.  The  Court  also  allow  an  investigation  into  the  V 
the  indorsee  and  indorser  where  there  is  some  groand  for  sus 
non-onerosity  (n) ;  and  they  will  probably  not  refuse  to  t 
diligence  on  the  bill  upon  caution,  where  tlie  allegation  < 
onerosity,  although  not  supported  by  the  admitted  facts,  is 
to  be  proved  from  the  indorsee's  books  (o). 

§  363,  Where  a  notary  public  had  been  employed  b 
agents  to  prot«6t  -their  bills,  under  an  arrangement  by  wl 
only  drew  one-fourth  of  bis  business  charges,  and  they  recei 
remainder,  in  an  action  of  damages  at  their  instance  ogait 
on  account  of  a  blunder  which  he  had  committed,  the  Courl 
that  he  might  prove  proul  dejv.re  his  averment  that  they  w 
onerous  hulders  of  the  bill,  and  consequently  would  not  h 
ceived  the  amount  of  the  bill  if  it  had  been  formally  protest 
The  Cowrt  consitlered  that,  apart  from  any  question  as  to  thi 
nature  of  the  agreement,  the  rule  that  non-onerosity  conld  i 
proved  by  the  indtirBoe's  v-Tii  or  oatb,  did  not  apply  to  such 

(k)  On  the  snbject  of  thin  i«ragrapli  bpg  BuniH  r.  Burua.  18i],  3  D.,  1273, 
FuUortou— Litlte  v.  Smith,  IS'IB,  B  D.,  7U4,  per  I,.  Moncruiff— CrawfoH  r.  E 
Both  June  18U,  F.  C— M'Gown  v.  M'Kellar.  IBM,  i  S„  498— Young  «.  Polli 
10  S.,  8— See  eonfro,  per  Lurd  JuBtioe-Ck^rh  in  LitUe  v.  Smith,  6  D.,  269 — S 
aud  3C3,  oa  ta  fniuds  agaioBt  tlio  inddKer'a  oroditun.  (i)  Cooipbell  i 

1822,  1  S.,  29S— Caimcroes  v.  Mitchell,  \f^i.  2  S.,  7T4— Fell  v.  Lyon,  1830, 
— Smitli  V.  Sialic,  1831,  10  S.,  150.  Sea  also  Little  v.  Smith,  1845,8  D..  206— 
v.  Ballendene,  1835.  13  3.,  1021.  (m)  Dqnlop  v.  Raid,  1827.  fi 

OsmpbeU  .•.  Hill.  1826,  ib.,  54.  (b)  FjnlByetm  v.  Mum,?,  1622.  1 

Poiitifrod  tF.  Bell,  1822,  1  S.,  464— Far-iuhnr  v.  BloBu,  1830,  0  8.,  112— Go 
Drydou.  1824,  8  S..  320.  (o)  Cobos  in  procwliDg  note,  compared  vil 

I..  Aylon,  1822,  1  S,.  838.  I.  p)  Murray  v.  Taybr,  1823.  G  8.,  S02- 
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IV.  Presumption  ofOnerosity  of  Foreign  Bills  and  Indorsations, 

%  364.  When  action  is  raised  in  Scotland  on  a  bill  which  was 
granted  or  indorsed  in  a  foreign  country,  the  question  sometimes 
arises,  whether  the  defender's  averment  of  non-onerosity  must  be 
proved  by  writ  or  oath,  or  whether  it  may  be  instructed  jjtow^  de 
jure,  if  such  proof  is  competent  by  the  lex  loci  contractus.  The 
leading  authority  in  this  branch  of  international  law  is  the  case  of 
Don  V,  Lippmann,  decided  by  Lord  Brougham  in  the  House  of 
Lords  (r).  In  that  case  the  action  was  against  the  representatives 
of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  drawn  and  accepted  in  France,  and  admitted 
to  be  payable  there,  the  acceptor  being  a  Scotch  landed  proprietor, 
wlio  had  returned  to  Scotland  before  the  bill  fell  due.  The  de- 
fenders pleaded  that,  as  the  action  had  not  been  raised  till  nineteen 
years  after  the  date  of  payment,  the  case  came  under  the  sexennial 
prescription  ;  whereas  the  pursuers  contended  that  it  must  be  de- 
termined by  the  prescription  existing  in  France,  the  locus  contra/;^ 
tu8.  The  Court  of  Session  having  sustained  the  latter  plea,  the 
House  of  Lords  reversed  the  judgment,  and  found  that  the  sexen- 
nial prescription  applied,  and  that  therefore  the  pursuer  could  not 
«ncceed  unless  he  proved  by  the  defender's  writ  or  oath  both  the 
original  constitution  and  the  subsistence  of  the  debt  in  the  bill. 
The  ground  of  reversal  was,  that  while  the  lex  loci  contractus  fixes 
the  nature  and  effect  of  the  obligation  undertaken  by  the  parties, 
the  lex  fori  must  regulate  the  mode  by  which  the  contract  may  be 
enforced,  and  by  w^hich  anj^  defences  to  its  validity  or  subsistence 
may  be  investigated  and  proved. 

§  365.  This  decision  expressly  regulates  those  cases  only  where 
the  mode  of  proof  is  limited  by  statute  in  consequence  of  the  credi- 
tor having  delayed  to  raise  his  action.  But  the  principle  of  the  de- 
cision applies  equally  to  cases  where  the  creditor's  proof  is  limited 
on  account  of  the  nature  of  Ids  allegations.  Accordingly,  where  a 
promissory  note,  dated  in  Edinburgh,  granted  by  a  Scotsman  re- 
siding there,  and  payable  to  a  London  company,  but  without  a  spe- 
cified place  of  payment,  had  in  England  been  indorsed  by  the  payee 
to  an  English  company,  and  by  them  to  an  English  bank,  in  a  sus- 
pension raised  by  the  grantor  of  a  charge,  at  the  instance  of  the 
bank,  it  was  held  that  the  bill  was  a  Scotch  document,  capable  of 


(r)  1837,  2  S.  and  M'L.,  682,  reversing  14  S.,  241. 
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being  endorsed  although  it  did  not  bear  to  be  payable  "  to  ord 
and  that  the  granter'e  averments  against  the  onerosity  of  the  uw 
sation  could  only  be  proved  hy  writ  or  oath  according  to  Sec 
law,  and  not  prout  dejure  as  in  England  («).  It  was  here  admit 
both  by  the  bench  and  the  bar,  that  if  the  note  had  been  foum 
be  an  English  document,  the  indorsation  would  have  been  inef 
tual ;  as  the  note  did  not  bear  to  be  payable  "  to  order"  whicl 
Kngland  is  essential  to  make  such  a  writing  indorsable. 

Again,  where  a  bill  drawn  by  an  English  firm  upon  their  ag 
ill  Scotland,  and  payable  in  England,  had  been  indorsed  by 
drawers  to  their  bankers  in  the  latter  country,  in  a  suspensioi 
the  instance  of  the  acceptor,  it  was  held  that  the  bill  was  a  Sec 
document,  and  that  the  allegation  that  the  indorsation  was 
onerous  could  only  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath,  according  to  the  pi 
tice  in  this  country  (i), 

§  366.  In  both  of  these  cases  it  will  be  observed  that  the 
was  a  Scotch  document ;  and  therefore  they  do  not  expressly  se 
whether,  in  an  action  in  Scotland  on  a  foreign  hill,  the  defence  1 
the  acceptance  or  indorsation  is  not  onerous,  can  be  proved  onlj 
the  creditor's  writ  or  oath.  But  there  can  be  little  or  no  donht  t 
according  to  the  principle  of  these  cases,  and  of  the  case  of  Do 
Lippmann  (above  referred  to),  the  Court  of  the  debtor's  domi 
ought  to  apply  their  own  rules  of  evidence  for  determining 
question  of  onerosity,  whether  the  document  was  of  Scotch  o 
foreign  origin  (m). 

Some  farther  illustrations  on  this  subject  will  be  found  in 
chapter  upon  international  questions  in  the  law  of  prescription. 

(<)  Roberteon  v.  Burdekin  and  Co.,  184S,  6  D.,  IT.  {()  Stnttbern  c  Ht 

man  aud  Co..  1850,  12  P.,  1087.  (u)  The  viow  stated  in  the  t«it  ia  op] 

tLi  the  cnae  oC  Qlyn  v.  Johnstone,  1880.  8  8.,  88S,  wiiere  a  biU  accepted  in  Scotlnn 
Scotsmen,  payable  in  Iiondon,  having  been  indoiBcd  to  a  London  oompany,  and  by  i 
been  discountod  with  and  indorsed  to  a  bank, — in  an  action  in  the  Conrt  of  Semio 
the  bank  against  the  acceptors,  it  vaa  held  that  the  bill  was  an  English  debt,  thai 
dufendci'B  allegatione  of  non-onerosity  in  the  indoreoition  could  be  proved  prout  di 
nccoiding  to  the  practice  in  England,  and  that  the  Scotch  rule,  which  required  proi 
tlie  indorsee'^  writ  ot  oath,  did  nol  apply.  That  decision,  however,  it  is  conce 
must  now  be  regarded  as  overturned  by  the  ca«e  of  Don  o.  Lippmann.  Its  auth 
as  a  precedent  has  been  challenged  in  that  case,  as  well  as  in  the  caa«a  of  Roberts 
IJurdekin,  and  Strathem  v.  Masterman  and  Co.,  noticed  in  the  preceding  paragrap] 


1*  AU  bilU  drawn  within  the  United  KJngdom  payable  to,  or  drawn  on,  any 
within  the  United  Kingdom,  ore  now  inland  bills :  10  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  {  12. 
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CHAPTER  VI.— OF  THE  PRESUMPTION  AGAINST  DONATION. 

I.  Of  th^  Presumption  generally* 

§  367.  As  mankiiid  do  not  frequently  prejudice  themselves  to 
benefit  others,  a  deed  or  transaction  is  held  not  to  be  a  donation  if 
the  circumstances  are  fairly  consistent  with  a  different  inference, 
e.gf.,  loan,  deposit,  or  sale  (a).  This  is  a  weak  presumption,  and 
may  be  overcome  not  only  by  direct  evidence  prout  de  jure,  but  by 
contrary  inferences  drawn  from  the  relative  position  of  the  parties, 
the  nature  of  the  right  claimed,  and  the  circumstances  attending 
the  transaction.  The  older  authorities  press  this  presumption  too 
far ;  some  of  them  holding  that  nothing  should  be  held  a  donation 
if  the  facts  could  bear  any  other  construction.  The  proper  prin- 
ciple is  merely  that  the  burden  of  proving  donation  lies  on  the 
party  who  avers  it ;  and  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  sum  of  money 
has  been  placed  by  one  person  in  the  hands  of  another  is  not  of  it- 
self sufficient  to  prove  that  it  was  deposited  animo  donandi  (ft). 
Where  bills  were  challenged  as  having  been  obtained  from  a  party 
without  value  and  on  false  representations,  and  where  the  holders 
alleged  that  they  received  them  from  him  as  donations,  the  Court 
required  the  challenger  to  stand  pursuer  of  the  issue,  although  he 
pleaded  that  the  presumption  against  donations  threw  the  onus  pro- 
handi  on  the  holders  of  the  bills  (ft*).^ 

*  This  presumption  is  not  properly  stated  in  the  brocard  donatio  non  preswniiur  ;  for 
the  principle  is  nof  merely  that  there  is  no  presumption  in  favour  of  donation,  but  that 
there  is  a  slight  presumption  against  it.  (a)  Stair,  1,  8,  2,''and  4,  45,  17  (14) 

— Erek.,  8,  3,  92.  (6)  British  Linen  Co.  v,  Martin,  1849,  11  D.,  1004— Heron 

f.  M*Geogh,  1861,  14  D.,  80,  per  Lord  PuUerton.  (6»)  Wilkie  v,  Chalmers, 

1864, 16  D.,  961. 


'  Perhaps  the  presumption  is  not  so  weak  as  is  implied  in  the  text.  The  general 
statement,  that  it  may  be  overcome  by  evidence  prout  dejure,  is  believed  to  be  good  law ; 
bat  there  have  been  important  dicta  lately  to  the  opposite  effect.  When  one  is  in  pos- 
session of  money  received  by  him  from  another,  it  wiU  be  held  that  he  got  it  under  an 
obligation  to  repay ;  and  if  he  maintains  that  he  got  it  on  any  other  footing,  he  must 
prove  it.  Between  loan  and  donation  there  is,  as  the  general  rule,  no  hesitation ;  the 
law  presumes  loan,  not  donation.  When  the  receipt  of  money  is  proved  by  a  simple 
acknowledgment,  loan  is  presumed ;  but  it  is  thought  competent  to  prove  by  parole  that 
the  money  was  received  as  a  gift ;  Fraser  v.  Bruce,  1867,  20  D.,  115.  Where  receipt 
of  money  was  acknowledged  in  these  terms,  "  Received  £80,  as  per  agreement,"  it  was 
held  competent  to  prove  by  parole  that  the  money  was  given  and  received  as  a  dona- 
tion ;  and  the  majority  of  the  Court  thought  that  the  words,  "  as  per  agreement," 
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§  368.     Payments  by  a  pareut  or  one  in  loco  parentis  wi 
doubtful  cases  be  regarded  as  made  ex  ptetate,  and  not  as  loai 


aflected  noitber  tha  onus  nor  the  competeacy  of  ilischarging  tbe  onaa  bj  j 
They  held  that  tbe  evidence  bod  oot  oveccome  the  legal  preauniptioD  for  lou 
the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglla)  held  that  the  document  ptcaented  an  appaicc 
biguity,  which  the  party  using  it  was  bound  to  lemove,  and  that,  as  be  had  nei 
BO,  he  should  not  recover;  ThomBon  b.  Oeikie,  1861.  23  D.,  693.  It  is  not  ( 
reconcile  this  case  with  the  opiniona  of  some  of  the  judt'^e  in  another  recent  c 
which  receipt  of  money  was  acknowledged  in  these  teima,  "  I  acknowledge  the 
of  £100,  and  agree  to  pay  inteteat  on  the  same,  it  demanded."  Lord  Benholme 
nary)  held,  in  au  acttan  on  lliia  document,  that  the  defence  that  the  money  waa 
must  be  catnblieheil  by  the  defender,  but  that  he  might  prove  itproul  de  jure.  T 
oond  Division  recalled  his  Interlocutor,  and  fonnd  that  Ihe  defence  could  not  be 
by  parole  evidence.  Perhaps  the  ground  of  ju^lgmetit  wna  that  the  receipt  waa 
mission  of  a  loan,  and  that  donation  could  not  lio  proved  by  parole  in  oppoeitioi 
terms ;  but  the  opinions  of  the  Lord  Juslico-Clerk  and  Lord  Cowan  went  far  I 
that.  The  Lord  Juaticc.CIerk  laid  down,  without  any  qnaliflcation,  as  the  docb 
the  law  of  Scotland,  that  "  a  donation  cajinot  be  proved  by  parole  ";  and  Lord  ( 
as  enpreaslyi  said  "  donation  of  money  can  only  be  proved  leripto  vtl  jaratatnio." 
Queationa  aa  to  the  nature  and  force  of  this  presumption,  and  the  evidence  by 
it  may  be  overcome,  have  occurred  in  reference  to  the  effect  of  possession  of 
dorsed  deposit-receipt.  It  seems  quite  clear  that  the  possession  of  an  indorsed  d 
receipt,  or  of  money  drawn  by  meaoi  of  an  indorsed  deposit-receipt,  does  not  i 
tbe  presumption  against  donation,  or  relieve  the  party  from  the  necessity  of  provi 
defence  of  donation.  But  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  presumption  may  be  ove 
tho  reocnt  casts  flcem  to  leave  room  for  distinction,  and  perhaps  for  heaitation. 
an  indorsee  of  a  deposit-receipt  uplifted  the  money  after  the  death  of  the  indois' 
alleged,  in  defence  to  an  action  by  the  executor  of  llie  indorser,  that  tbe  indo 
had  been  made  by  the  indorser  with  the  intention  of  making  a  gift  to  the  sister 
indorsee,  the  Court  held  that  tbe  defender's  offer  to  prove  this  defence  by  his  om 
mony  (not  his  oath  on  reference),  was  incompetent.  If  his  evidence  was  incom 
BO,  aecosaarily,  would  all  other  parole  evidence  have  been,  however  sufficient,  if  < 
tent.  The  question,  whether  tbe  indorsation  waa  not  a  more  mandate  recalled 
death  of  the  mandaut,  in  which  case  the  defender  would  have  had  no  title  to  upl 
money,  was  discussed  in  thia  cose,  but  was  not  made  tho  ground  of  judgment, 
was  the  incompetency  of  parole  evidence  l*i  establish  donation  ;  Barsl«w  v.  Inglia 
20  D.,  230.  On  the  other  hand,  where,  in  an  action  by  an  executrix  for  £1000, 
had  belonged  to  the  deceased,  the  defence  was  that  tho  deceased  had  preacn 
money  to  the  defender  by  indorsing  a  deposit- receipt,  and  that  the  defender  had 
the  money  before  the  death  of  the  indorser,  the  Court  allowed  the  defender  to  I 
issue  of  donation ;  Mackellar  v.  Hunter,  186S,  20  D.,  761.  And  in  another  case 
action  by  the  representatives  of  a  deceased  againat  her  agent,  calling  on  biro 
count  for  a  bill,  it  waa  held  that  his  defence,  that  the  deceased  banded  him  t 
and  directed  him  to  make  a  gift  of  it  to  a  third  party,  and  that  he  had  done  so 
his  client's  death,  might  ba  piov&d  proul  dt  jare,  as  it  resolved  into  a  defence  of  ms 
and  Lord  Cowan,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  took  the  distinction  b 
the  case  of  an  attempt  to  enforce  donation  not  ccmpteted  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
and  of  an  attempt  to  set  aside  a  donation  completed  during  his  life,  la  the  forroi 
parole  evidence,  his  Lordship  held,  would  be  incompetent ;  because  promise  or  obi 
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advances.  This  was  held  where  a  father  had  purchased  up  a  cap- 
taincy for  his  son  when  a  lieutenant,  and  regularly  entered  the  pay- 
ment in  an  account  in  his  son's  name  in  his  books  (c) ;  where  a 
father  had  made  payments  to  his  son  and  heir,  which  were  not 
more  than  sufficient  for  his  maintenance  and  education  (d) ;  and 
where  a  wealthy  uncle  had  paid  sums  for  the  education  and  outfit 
of  a  nephew  and  niece  in  poor  circumstances,  entering  them  in  his 
books,  but  not  taking  any  document  of  debt  for  them  (e).  Even 
where  an  elder  brother  in  good  circumstances  had  assisted  in  main- 
taining his  younger  brother  during  his  apprenticeship,  entering  the 
payments  in  his  books,  but  without  taking  any  document  of  debt 
from  the  younger  brother,  or  intimating  to  him  that  the  payments 
were  meant  merely  as  loans,  the  Court  held  that  they  had  been 
donations  ;  the  claim  for  repayment  having  been  made  by  the  elder 
brother's  creditors  in  his  sequestration  (/).  Again,  on  the  ground 
of  presumed  intention,  properties  which  a  father  had  purchased  in 
order  to  give  votes  to  his  sons  were  held  as  donations  to  them,  al- 
though his  settlement  declared  that  any  sums  due  by  them  at  his 
death  should  be  imputed  to  their  provisions  (g).  And  where  one 
spent  £67,000  in  paying  his  son-in-law's  debts,  no  entry  of  it  ap- 
pearing in  his  books,  and  no  voucher  for  it  being  found  in  his  re- 
positories, it  was  held  to  have  been  ultimately  a  donation,  although 

(c)  MacDongaU'fl  Or.  v,  MacDongall,  1804,  M.,  "Banfarupt,*'  Appx.  No.  21. 

(cO  Hifllop  V.  Hislop,  18th  Jan.  1811,  F.  0.  (e)  CampbeU  v.  M'Alister, 

1827,  6  S.,  219— WilBon  v.  Patereon,  1826,  4  S.,  817.  (/)  Drummond  ».  Swayne, 

1834, 12  S.,  342.  {ff)  Whyte  v.  Whyte,  1841,  8  D.,  468. 


to  make  a  donation  cannot  be  proved  by  parole ;  his  Lordship  indicated  an  opinion  that, 

in  the  latter  caae,  parole  proof  might  be  competent ;  Mackenzie  v.  Brodie,  1859,  21  D., 

1048.   In  a  still  more  recent  case,  in  an  action  against  the  housekeeper  of  a  deceased  for 

the  contents  of  four  deposit-receipts,  the  defence  was  that  they  had  been  indorsed  in  gift ; 

and  the  money  in  three  of  them  had  been  uplifted  before  the  death  of  the  indorser,  and 

in  the  other  after  her  death.    Proof  in  the  case  was  taJ^en  in  the  Sheriff-court ;  and  in 

the  First  Division  it  was  dealt  with  as  a  case  in  which  the  onus  was  upon  the  defender, 

and  in  which  the  evidence  did  not  satisfy  the  onus.     Ko  distinction  was  taken  in  the 

opinions  between  the  three  receipts  drawn  before  death  and  the  one  drawn  after  it,  and 

the  opinions  aeem  to  assume  the  competency  of  parole  proof  in  both  cases ;  Allan  v. 

Beveridge  or  Munnoch,  1861,  28  D.,  417,  88  Jur.,  209.     In  an  action  by  executors 

•gainit  a  family  doctor  for  debts  due  to  the  deceased,  the  defender  produced  the  receipts 

vfaich  he  had  granted,  and  which  he  said  had  been  handed  to  him  by  the  deceased 

in  order  gratuitously  to  discharge  the  debt ;  the  Court  adjusted  an  issue  to  try  whether 

the  defender  had  obtained  possession  of  the  receipts,  without  the  debt  having  been  paid 

or  otherwise  extinguished,  and  intimated  that  the  defender  might,  without  a  counter 

israe,  establish  his  defence  of  donation ;  Knox  v.  Crawford,  1862,  24  D.,  1088. 
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Kt  first  it  eeemed  to  have  been  meant  ae  a  loan.  This  is  a  i 
case,  as  the  father-in-law  had  received  interest  during  his  I 
the  amount  (A). 

§  369.  A  different  view  was  taken  in  regard  to  payments 
in  1811  and  the  three  following  years  by  a  practising  wri 
Dumfries  to  his  brother  when  a  divinity  student  in  Edinhur 
help  to  maintain  him  at  college,  and  to  relieve  a  temporary  i 
sity  ;  the  latter  having  in  1815,  and  again  in  1832,  written  1 
brother  (it  seemed  spontaneously)  with  a  note  of  the  emus  a 
some  countcr-paymenta.  Although  the  brother  who  mad< 
advances  had  not  entered  them  in  his  books,  and  had  died  in 
without  it  appearing  that  he  had  ever  demanded  re-paymen 
Court  sustained  a  claim  therefor  brought  several  years  after 
by  his  representatives  (i).  Again,  where  a  party  who  posj 
slender  means,  and  had  several  relations  to  whom  he  had  heque 
sums  by  his  settlement,  blank  indorsed  a  deposit-receipt  for 
and  placed  it  in  the  hands  of  one  of  his  nephews,  whom  h 
named  an  executor  and  residuary  legatee  ;  and  where  the  nt 
uplifted  the  contents  of  the  receipt,  and  the  uncle  died  six  ■ 
afterwards  without  having  required  the  nephew  to  pay  hii 
amount,  which,  if  a  gift  to  the  nephew,  would  have  material 
croached  on  the  bequests  to  the  deceased's  relations,  and  ii 
view  might  have  absorbed  the  whole, — the  Court  held  that 
was  not  sufficient  proof  of  the  nephew's  averments  that  the  ri 
had  been  meant  as  a  donation  to  him  (k).  A  similar  decisioi 
pronounced  in  a  case  where  a  party,  who  was  bed-rid  from  pan 
had,  shortly  after  executing  a  trust-deed  of  settlement  under  i 
the  trustees  were  residuary  legatees,  handed  to  one  of  the  trt 
deposit-receipts  for  sums  which  nearly  exhausted  the  whole 
due.  The  Court  held  that  donation  was  not  to  be  inferred  froi 
mere  possession  of  the  documents  ;  and  that  it  lay  with  the 
alleging  donation  to  prove  it ;  which  in  the  circumstances  hi 
failed  to  do  (Z).  In  the  two  cases  last  mentioned  it  was  an  im 
ant  circumstance  against  the  inference  of  donation,  that  the 
who  received  the  documents  of  debt  had  been  appointed  b 
alleged  donor  to  administer  his  funds.     In  another  case,  wh' 

(A)  Farquhar'a  Tr.  v.  SUwart,  1M2,  8  D.,  658.  (0  Mnnsf  o.  U 

1848,  6  D.,  176.  (i)  Henderson  t>.  M'Oullocli,  1889,  1  D.,  927.     See 

Bhank  f.  CruJkflhaDk,  1S63,  16  D.,  168,  where  a  deposit-ieceipt  t&ken  bj  one  in  h 
and  his  Bon's  name  for  a  sum  equal  to  nearly  bja  whole  tneuu  was  held  not  1 
donation  mcrlit  cataa  to  the  latter.  (i)  Heron  d.  M'Oeocli,  1851.  14  '. 

See  also  Harper  v.  Hume,  1850,  22  Sc.  Jur.,  677. 
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person  the  day  before  his  death  directed  his  clerk  to  draw  £800 
from  his  bank  account,  and  to  deposit  it  again  in  bank  under  a  re- 
ceipt in  name  of  his  house-keeper,  the  Court  held  that  it  had  been 
meant  as  a  donation  ;  the  confidence  and  kindly  regard  which  the 
deceased  had  shown  to  the  house-keeper,  and  his  liberal  provision 
for  her  in  his  trust-deed,  making  that  the  most  probable  inference 
in  the  circumstances  (m).^ 

§  370.  When  the  question  is  whether  sums  given  or  payments 
made  on  behalf  of  a  certain  person  are  to  be  imputed  as  part  of  a 
provision  secured  to  him  by  the  settlement  of  the  party  who  made 
the  payment,  the  presumption  against  donation  does  not  apply;  and 
each  case  must  be  decided  on  the  terms  of  the  relative  deeds  and 
its  own  circumstances  (w). 

§  371.  In  claims  of  remuneration  for  maintaining  a  i)erson  at 
bed  and  board,  the  presumption  against  donation  comes  into  con- 
flict with  the  rights  of  hospitality  and  benevolence ;  and  it  is  some- 
times difficult  to  determine  whether  the  alimony  was  gratuitous  or 
the  reverse.  If  the  person  entertained  was  major  and  capable  of 
contracting  obligations,  it  will  be  held  in  duhio  that  the  entertain- 
ment was  given  to  him  from  motives  of  hospitality,  or  in  consider- 
ation for  past  or  expected  services ;  because  the  host  might  have 
stipulated  for  remuneration  if  he  had  meant  the  entertainment  not 
to  be  gratuitous  (o).  This  also  holds  when  the  entertainment  is  to 
a  minor  whose  father  is  alive  {p)^ox  who  has  tutors  or  curators; 
because  the  intention  to  exact  board  should  have  been  embodied  in 
a  mutual  contract  with  the  minor  or  those  acting  for  him  (r).  If, 
however,  the  host  earns  his  livelihood  by  entertaining  strangers,  ali- 

(m)  British  Linen  Co.  v,  Martin,  1849,  11  D.,  1004.  (n)  Compare  Fyfe  v. 

Kedslie,  1847,  9  D.^  868—Buclianan  v.  Crawford,  1822,  1  S.,  886 ;  affirmed  2  Sh.  Ap., 
446— Whyte  v.  Wliyte,  1841,  8  D.,  468.  See  also  Scott  v.  Scott,  1846,  8  D.,  791— and 
wpro,  I  222,  et  seq.  \o)  Stair,  1,  8,  2— Ersk.,  8,  8,  92.  (/?)  Ersk., 

nrpro— Cases  in  M.,  11,426,  6.  Bnt  see  Steven  v.  Simpson,  1791,  M.,  11,468,  where  a 
lad,  having  qnarreUed  with  his  stepmother,  had  heen  taken  into  the  house  of  his  uncle, 
and  there  maintained  for  a  year  and  a-half  with  his  father's  knowledge  ;  and  the  Court, 
on  the  father's  death,  sustained  the  uncle's  claim  for  payment  of  the  aliment. 

(f)  Ersk.,  8,  8,  92. 


*  AUan  r.  Beveridge  or  Munnoch,  1861,  28  D.,  417,  83  Scot.  Jur.,  209,  supra,  i  867, 
note  1.  Where  a  widow  laid  out  money  in  improving  the  heritage  of  her  son,  the  heir 
(then  a  pupil),  which  heritage  she  liferented,  it  was  held  in  an  accounting  between  the 
I»eir  and  his  mother's  representatives,  that  the  sums  expended  were  not  to  be  looked  on 
M  donations,  but  that  the  representatives  were  entitled  to  take  credit  for  them  so  far 
«  the  heir  took  benefit ;  Paterson  v.  Greig,  1862,  24  D.,  1870.  This  case  was  taken  to 
appeal,  bnt  compromised. 

VOL  r.  o 
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iiiony,  wlietlier  given  Ui  a  major  or  to  a  minor,  will  uot  be  regard 
ii8  gratuitous  («).  Wlieu  the  i)er8oii  alimentod  is  a  lunatic,  or  a  pu 
iir  minor  without  tutors  or  curators,  and  the  host  is  not  a  near 
lative,  the  entertainment  mil,  in  dubio,  be  held  not  to  be  gratuito 
liecause  there  was  no  one  w"itli  wliom  the  party  could  have  madi 
contract  for  rejiaymcnt  (/).  And  the  same  principle  will  be  appli 
to  alimony  aiforded  to  a  pupil  whose  father  or  tutors  are  out  of  t 
c;ountry  (w).  But  if  the  host  iB  either  tlie  mother  or  in  loco  paren 
of  such  pupil  or  insane  persou,  the  alimeut  will  be  considered 
furnished  from  natural  afl'ection,  or  from  a  sense  of  natural  oblif 
tion,  and  therefore  there  will  not  be  a  good  claim  for  repayme: 
aithough  the  person  maintained  had  n()t  a  father  or  tutors  wi 
whom  an  onerous  contract  could  have  been  made  (x).  Yet  a  cla 
for  recompense  will  bo  sustained  if  the  person  alimented  had  su 
independent  means  as  made  beuevoleuce  unnecessary  (t/).  It  is  i 
presumed  that  even  the  father  of  one  who  lias  an  iudejiendency  : 
tended  to  maintain  and  educate  him  without  rcmmieratiou  (a).  I 
the  circumstance  that  a  j)ni>il  or  lunatic  succeeded  to  an  indeiK 
dency  while  he  was  being  thus  8Upi>orted  will  only  give  a  claim  : 
the  expense  incurred  subsoqiicntly,  not  for  bygone  alimony,  whi 
at  the  time  was  meant  to  be  gratuitous  (a).  Where  a  lady  who  li 
a  considerable  fortune  had  resided  with  her  brother-iu-law  in 
childhood  to  forty  years  of  age,  on  her  subsequent  marriage  a  cla 
at  his  instance  for  alimeut  during  the  whole  period  was  sustaii 
Hgainst  her  and  her  husband ;  because  there  certainly  was  a  g( 
claim  for  the  alimony  fumislied  during  her  minority,  and  it  \ 
to  be  regarded  as  continued  afterwards  per  tocitam  rcconvent 
«m(J). 

§  372.  The  presumption  against  donation  does  not  apply 
decdti  infer  virum  et  vjcoiTin,  which  the  granter  claims  right  to 
volte  as  gifts.     The  party  founding  on  a  deed  of  that  nature  m' 


(»)  Stair,  1,  8,  2  {■■  lu  nil  cnsea,  4c.")— Emk.,  nipra—'Foneat  t>.  Carstftire,  1715. 
9718,11,008.  (()  Stair,  lupm—F.xak.,  mpra.  (u)  Erek,,  «;» 

Sea  ChinholmB.  Stccdmiiii,  1707,  M.,  11.428,  one  of  tho  repoiti  of  whicL  states  that 
I'liiiin  wiut  eiislniucil;  the  uttier  that  it  was  unsuccusaful.  (i)  Slair.  tup? 

Ewk.,  fipm—VicT  V.  Ruthven,  1C37,  M..  11.436— Hmnilton  v.  Symington,  16G7. 
382-Guthrie  r.  Maekcrston,  1672.  M..  10,137— Kow  i-.  Bow.  167o,  M.,  11,436. 
hIbo  Gourlaj  v.  Urquhart.  161)7,  M.,  11,438.  (y)  Erak..  mipra—l..  Lngto 

llejjburn,  1672,  M..  11,435— Row  v.  Row,  aupra.  (i)  Ersk..  mpm— See  in 

}  875.  (a)  Ersk.,  3.  8.  92— Home  «.  Wedderbnm.  1767.  M..  412— But  see  L 

Liiglon  I-.  Hciibum,  1672,  M.,  11,435.  and  Goiirlay  p.  Urquhart.  1697,  M.,  11,438. 

(i)  Si^ncc  r.  F.iwlis.  1681,  M..  11.437. 
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lead  evidence  of  its  alleged  onerous  cause  ;  the  narrative  of  onerosity 
not  being  probative  (c).* 


II.  Of  the  Presumption  against  Donation  by  a  Debtor  to  his 

Creditor* 

§  373.  The  presumption  against  donation  is  generally  strongest 
in  regard  to  a  deed  or  payment  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor ;  because 
one  is  not  Kkely  to  make  a  present  and  continue  under  an  obliga- 
tion when  the  same  act  might  set  him  free  (c?).  This  presumption 
has  place  whether  the  alleged  donation  was  made  de  presenti  or 
mortis  causa,  and  whether  the  parties  are,  or  are  not,  relations. 
But  each  case  depends  on  its  individual  circumstances ;  and  the 
Court  will  take  into  view  every  fact  which  throws  light  upon  the 
debtors  intention, — as,  for  example,  the  relationship  or  intimacy  of 
the  parties,  the  nature  of  the  obligation,  and  of  the  supposed  gift, 
and  the  occasion  and  way  in  which  the  latter  was  made  (e).  The 
apphcation  of  this  principle  is  illustrated  by  the  following  cases. 

§  374.  Where  one  who  had  in  his  hands  funds  belonging  to  his 
son,  major  and  forisfamiliated,  made  payments  to  him  and  on  his 
behalf,  these  were  held  not  to  be  donations,  although  the  father 
had  not  entered  them  in  his  books,  or  kept  vouchers  for  them  (/). 
Again,  a  marriage  was  dissolved  by  the  wife's  death  in  1809  ;  where- 
upon £400  feU  to  her  son  as  his  share  of  the  joint  estate  of  his 
parents.     In  1819  he  received  "  in  free  gift "  from  his  father  (with 

(c)  Jardine  v.  Cume,  1830,  8  S.,  937— Gray  v.  Scott,  1703,  M.,  12,602. 

•  This  presumption  is  usually  stated  by  the  brocard  debitor  rum  premmitur  d&nare. 
But  that  does  not  adequately  express  a  presumption  against  such  donations. 

(d)  Stair,  1,  8,  2— Ersk.,  3,  3,  98.  (e)  Per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope  in 
Scott  V.  Scott,  1846,  8  D.,  791.  (/)  Fraaer  v.  M'Gown,  1889,  2  D.,  144~-Black 
V.  Booth,  1886,  14  S.,  113. 


^  When  a  husband  makes  a  gift  to  liis  wife  of  such  a  kind  that  she  cannot  have  the 
benefit  of  it  tiU  after  his  death,  it  will  be  a  question  of  circumstances  whether  that  will 
be  regarded  as  an  onerous  proyision  or  as  a  revocable  donation  ;  and,  if  the  wife  is  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  the  presumption  will  probably  bp  that  it  is  an  onerous  provision. 
Thus  where  a  husband  insured  his  life  in  name  of  his  wife,  was  sequestrated,  and  died 
whUe  undischarged ;  the  Court  of  Session  held  that  the  policy  was  a  donation  revoked 
by  the  sequestration,  and  that,  therefore,  the  sum  in  it  was  part  of  the  sequestrated  es- 
tate ;  but  the  House  of  Lords  altered  and  preferred  the  widow,  holding  that,  as  she 
vaa  not  otherwise  provided  for,  the  policy  was  an  onerous  provision,  not  revocable,  and 
not  cut  down  by  the  sequestration;  Craig  t;.  Galloway,  1860,  22  D.,  1211 ;  rev.  1861, 
4  Macqueen,  267. 
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whom  he  had  been  for  some  time  in  partuerehip  ae  a  jewell( 
goods  worth  £1300,  and  he  discharged  his  father  of  that  sum 
part  of  any  provieion  the  father  might  make  to  him.  In  1831 
was  sequestrated ;  and  in  the  sworn  inventory  of  his  assets  he  t( 
no  notice  of  the  £400.  In  1838,  after  being  discharged  undei 
oOTUposition  contract,  he  claimed  tliat  sum  from  his  father.  1 
Court,  without  hearing  the  father's  counsel,  rejected  the  claim  (g 

§  375.  Where  the  father's  outlay  is  in  the  way  of  educat 
and  maintenance,  the  question  is  sometimes  difficult.  If  the  fat) 
had  actually  money  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  child,  such  o 
lays  may  be  allowed  to  compensate  the  interest  (A).  But  a  diffen 
^■iew  wilt  probably  be  taken  where  the  father's  debt  is  contained 
II  formal  obligation.  Thus  where  a  father  had  horrowed  money 
liond  from  certain  trustees  for  his  children,  and  had,  many  ye 
afterwards,  been  sequestrated,  a  claim  by  his  children  for  arrears 
interest  was  held  not  to  have  been  extinguished  by  the  aliment  f 
iiished  by  him  to  them,  there  being  no  appearance  of  an  intent 
un  his  part  to  keep  up  a  counter-claim  therefor  (i).  The  Court  a 
refused  to  impute  towards  a  provision  by  marriage-contract  su 
which  a  father  had  expended  in  clothes  and  money  payments 
his  daughter,  who  had  been  left  a  ividow  with  a  family  unpro^-i* 
for,  had  lived  in  his  house  during  a  considerable  part  of  the  ti 
over  which  the  advances  extended,  and  to  whom  lie  had  givei 
regular  yearly  allowance  from  the  commencement  of  her  wid< 
hood  (k). 

§  376.  Where  there  is  no  natural  obligation  to  maintain,  a  difl 
cnt  view  will  i>robably  be  taken.  Thus  expenditure  by  a  person 
maintaining  and  clothing  his  sisters  while  they  hvcd  in  his  fam 
was  imputed  towards  their  claim  against  him  for  the  interest 
their  provisions  (T).  And  where  the  grantee  of  a  bond  fop  £(. 
claimed  on  the  death  of  the  granter  the  arrears  of  interest  from 
date,  his  claim  was  rejectod  on  the  ground  that  it  had  been  m< 
than  paid  by  an  annuity  of  £120,  which  the  granter  had  allov 
him  (m). 

§  377.     Where  one  has  become  bound  to  make  a  certain  p 

(j)  HowUen  p.  Howden.  1841,  8  D.,  888.  (A)  Wiorahame  v.  EUes,  1( 

M.,  11,483— Mai wfill  t..  Brown,  16C9,  M.,  11,486.  (i)  Gait  v.  Boyd,  1831 

S..  882.     Sec  also  CuDningbanie's  Eira.  v.  Hume,  1731,  M.,  11.488.  {k)   & 

i:  Scott,  1846,  8  D.,  TQl.    The  anme  weie  entered  in  tbe  father's  boolcs. 

(/)  Gordon  v.  MaiUand,  1767.  M.,  11,468,  ll.lGl.  (m)  Hunter  r.  Dt 

1431.  9  S.,  703  (affd.  ou  another  point,  6  W.  S.,  206).  Compare  with  this  case  M 
crieff  r.  BurnHt.  177fi,  M.,  ll,46n. 
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vision  to  his  child  or  grandchild,  any  legacies  he  may  leave  to  him 
wiU  be  held  as  additional  and  not  substitutional,  unless  an  opposite 
intention  appears  from  the  circumstances ;  because  it  is  likely  that 
such  an  act  proceeded  from  a  natural  desire  to  add  to  the  child's 
succession  (w).  This  has  been  held  where  the  father's  funds  would 
not  cover  all  his  legacies  and  the  provisions  (o).  On  the  same 
principle  a  legacy  by  a  father  was  held  to  be  additional  to  one  left 
to  the  child  by  his  grandfather  and  lying  in  the  father's  hands  (p). 
The  same  rule  seems  also  to  apply  to  provisions  by  an  uncle  in 
favour  of  his  nephew  and  heir-at-law,  to  whom  he  had  previously 
granted  a  gratuitous  bond  (r).  It  also  holds  where  the  antecedent 
obligation  by  the  father  was  an  onerous  obligation  inter  vivos,  and 
not  by  way  of  provision  (s).  But  provisions  by  a  husband  in  favour 
of  a  wife  will  generally  be  held  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  his  obliga- 
tions by  marriage-contract,  even  where  the  provisions  are  dissimilar 
in  character  (t).  Whatever  provision  a  father  settles  on  his  daugh- 
ter on  her  marriage  is  presumed  to  be  in  extinction  of  all  her  rights 
under  her  father's  marriage-contract,  or  under  previous  bonds  of 
provision  («).  And  where  a  father  was  bound  by  his  marriage- 
contract  to  leave  100  merks  to  the  children  of  the  marriage,  a  bond 
of  provision  for  that  sum  to  his  only  child  was  held  to  have  met  the 
obligation  (x). 

§  378.  The  presumption  against  donation  by  a  debtor  may  be 
overcome  by  the  narrative  of  the  deed  in  issue.  This  was  held 
where  the  deed  bore  to  be  for  services  rendered  to  the  grantor  and 

(n)  Wedderbum  v.  Dundas,  1827,  5  8.,  790— Ord  v,  Innes,  1686,  M.,  11,492—CIark 
V.  Hay's  Tr.,  1823,  2  S.,  818.  See  also  Hunter  ».  Nicolson,  1836,  16  S.,  159— Stair,  4, 
46,  17  (16>- and  see  supra,  §  870.  (o)  Clark  v.  Hay's  Tr.,  1828,  2  S.,  277 

(new  ed.) ;  see  tupra,  §  221.  (p)  Winrahame  v.  Elles,  1668,  M.,  11,489. 

See  also  Ord  v.  Innes,  supra — Balfonr  v.  Balfour's  Tr.,  1842,  4  D.,  1044. 

(r)  See  Dickson  ».  Dickson,  1671,  M.,  11,490 — Cruiksbank  t*.  Cruikshank,  1666,  M., 
11,489— Robertson  ».  Robertson,  1728,  M.,  11,471.  («)  Hunter  v.  M'Alister, 

1836, 16  S.,  169.  (0  Kyle  v.  Logan,  1694,  M.,  11,462— Common  Seal  v.  Trail, 

1611,  M.,  ib.— Crawford  v,  Crawford,  1614,  M.,  11,463— Kinnaird  v,  Zeaman,  1682,  M., 
11,483,  11,469— Selkirk  v,  Inglis,  1686,  M.,  11,466— Mercer  v,  Dalgardno,  1694,  M., 
12,663— Houston  v,  Hamilton,  1708,  M.,  11,466— Hamilton  v.  L.  Ormiston,  1712,  M., 
11,468— Muirhead  V.  Damiston,  1616,  M.,  6162— Blair  v,  Hamilton,  1714,  M.,  6110; 
compared  with  Fenton  v.  Skinner,  1673,  M.,  11,491.  (u)  Ersk.,  3,  3,  93— Cases 

in  M.,  ll,474r-ll,481.  (x)  Davidson  ».  Randal,  1706,  M.,  6966,  11,466— In 

Gallie  v.  Mackenzie,  1782,  M.,  11,374,  and  Fleming  v.  Gibson,  1661,  M.,  11,463,  a  bond 
cf  provision  was  held  to  be  extinguished  by  a  legacy.  In  Burnet  t;.  Maitland,  1709,  M., 
11,467,  a  bond  of  proYision  for  4000  merks  to  a  daughter  was  held  to  comprehend  a 
previous  one  for  3000.  See  a  similar  decision,  Mathieson  v.  Mathieson,  1766,  M., 
11,463. 
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his  predecessors  (y).  for  the  better  provision  of  the  child  in  w 
favour  it  was  granted  (z),  and  for  love  and  favour  (a).  So  thi 
coud  deed  may  bo  regarded  as  an  additionaJ  provision  in  ct 
quence  of  its  being  conditional,  while  the  previous  obligation  ii 

m  (by 

§  379.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  render  outlays  debta  that  they 
been  entered  in  the  buuks  of  the  party  making  them,  or  even 
vouehurs  for  tbem  have  been  preserved  (r);  nor,  on  the  other  I 
will  llio  want  of  either  or  both  of  these  circumstances  be  mifEi 
to  prove  that  the  ontlays  were  meant  as  donations  (d);  bet 
attention  to  these  matters  usually  arises  as  much  from  bus 
habits,  as  from  any  particular  purpose  in  reference  ^^  the  out 
But  such  circumstances  arc  relevant,  and  may  sometimes  tun 
scnle  in  the  qnestion  of  intention  (e). 


CHAPTER  VU.—CUlROaRAPHUM  AFUD  DEBITOREM  REPBRTl 
PRESUMITUR  SOLVTUM. 

5  380.  When  a  deed  of  obligation  is  found  in  the  hands  o 
one  of  the  obligants,  it  is  presumed  to  have  been  implement! 
extinguished  (a);  This  rule  has  peculiar  force  in  regard  to  b 
bills,  and  the  like,  which  are  frequently  discharged  by  re-del 


(yl  Abemethy  «.  Fotbta,  18T0.  M,.  11.402— nUo  Weiojsa  e,  Mnrmy.  17( 
11.498.  (j)  Orri  v.  InnMoa.  1Q85,  M.,  11,402.  (o)  Pcnton  v.  SI 

1678.  M.,  11,491— Dioksou  o.  Diokaon,  1671,  M..  11.490,  compared  with  Kina 
Zeiuuan,  1^32,  M.,  11,463.  11,489,  and  Fringlev.  Piiugle.  1793,  M.,  11,472. 

(ft)  Himter  v.  M'Aliater,  mpra.  (a)  See  Soott  v.  Soott,  1846,  8  D., 

Camiibell  v.  M'AliBtor,  1827,  6  S„  219— Wilwn  t.  Potem*,  1828,  4  S..  S17. 

{d)  SeePcnaor  p,  M'Oown,  1889,  2D.,  144— Block  k.  Booth,  1836,  14  8.,  IK 

(«)  Bee  Buchiiniin  v.  Muilison,  1822,  1  8.,  824  (new  ed.);  aSA.  2  Sh.  Ap.  Oa., 
Fiirquhnraon'a  Tr.  o.  Stawurt,  1841,  3  D.,  668.  (a)  Stnir.  1.  7.  14— ib.,  i 

— ib.,  4.  45,  24— Enk.,  3,  4,  6— More,  126— Toil,  467. 


'  A  part;  hstd  a  propcrtjr  burdeued  with  a  dtU  to  Ilia  Bii>lcr.  Ho  made  an  a 
r'liuveyaace  to  her  of  pnrt  of  the  proi»rty,  nnd  nflorwardB  pJeadod  that  the  com 
tt;ia  giaati^d  OD  the  uuderetanding  that  it  wnji  to  opomtp  a  discliarco  of  part  of  tb 
and  ho  I'lcadsd  deiifcw  noii  praiimitUT  doi\art.  But  it  wna  bold  thai  tlie  premi 
i.'oiild  not  be  plooded  sgaioBt  (be  wonU  of  the  deed,  wliich  eipresand  an  uniaaliB 
ujaacB :  Kitohio  v.  Ritehic,  1858,  20  D.,  1093, 
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without  the  interposition  of  writing  (ft).  It  has  also  been  applied 
to  obligations  which  affect  heritage  ;  as  a  heritable  bond  completed 
by  infeftment  and  followed  by  assignation  and  relative  sasine  (c) ; 
and  in  the  case  of  a  back-bond  of  trust  found  uncancelled  in  the 
hands  of  the  trustee  (rf).  But  this  presumption  does  not  hold  as  to 
such  obligations  regarding  heritage  as  are  not  likely  to  be  extin- 
guished without  deeds  of  retrocession ;  e.g.^  in  the  case  of  a  decree 
of  apprising  found  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor,  where  the  Court  re- 
fused to  "  take  away  heritable  rights  by  presumptions  and  conjec- 
tures (e)!'  This  presumption  was  held  to  apply  where  the  cautioner 
in  a  bond  had  possession  of  it  (/).  And  where  an  assignation 
which  a  party  had  granted  in  security  of  a  debt  due  by  his  father, 
was  found  in  the  cedent's  hands,  the  Court,  in  a  competition  be- 
tween the  cedent's  creditors  and  the  heir  of  the  assignee,  sustained 
the  presumption  in  question  against  an  offer  to  prove  prout  de 
jure  that  the  cedent  received  the  deed  in  order  to  use  it  as  agent 
for  the  assignee  (g).  The  presumption  does  not  apply  to  bilateral 
deeds  (A).^ 

§  381.  The  presumption  is  excluded  by  the  circumstance  of  the 
creditor  holding  a  bond  of  corroboration  or  other  deed  which  re- 
cognises the  subsistence  of  the  debt  (t). 

The  rules  as  to  the  proof  by  which  this  presumption  may  be  re- 
dargued are  given  afterwards  in  treating  of  the  presumptions  re- 
garding the  delivery  of  deeds. 

(6)  Monkton  v.  Carmichael,  1623,  M.,  11,404 — Gordon  t;.  Johnstone,  1703,  M., 
11,408— Campbell  v.  Cockbnrn,  1728,  M.,  11,634— Jackson  v.  WiUiamson,  1825,  4  S., 
292.  (c)  RoUo  r.  Simpson,  1710,  M.,  11,411— Erak.,  supra.  (rf)  Cliarteris 

tf.  Cliarteris,  1712,  M.,  11,418.  (e)  Gordon  r.  Learraonth,  1684,  M.,  11,406, 

16,181 ;  2  B.  Slip.,  67,  S.  C.  (/)  Monkton  v.  Carmichael,  supra— Gordon  v. 

Johnstone,  «<pra— See  Stair  1,  7,  14.  {ff)  Fairley  v.  Dick,  1666,  M.,  12,278— 

Stair,  ih.  {h)  Stewart  r.  Riddock,  1677,  M.,  11,406.     See  the  chapters  on  deli- 

very of  deeds,  infra.  («")  M'Gowan  v.  Montgomery,  1703,  M.,  11,407 — Brown  v. 

Henderson,  1703,  M.,  11,408— See  also  Gordon  v.  Worlie,  1633,  M.,  4460. 


'  A  biU  for  value  in  furnishings,  discounted  by  the  drawer  and  retired  by  the  accep- 
tor, is  in  the  hands  of  the  acceptor  proof  that,  to  the  extent  of  the  sum  in  the  bill,  he 
has  paid  an  account  for  furnishings  due  by  him  to  the  drawer  at  tlie  date  of  the  bill ; 
Cnmming  v,  Hendrie,  1861,  23  D.,  1866. 

Where  a  party,  on  the  death  of  his  creditor,  averred  that  tlie  debts  had  been  gratui- 
tonsly  discharged,  and  in  proof  exhibited  the  receipts  which  he  himself  had  granted, 
there  was  a  conflict  of  two  presumptions,  the  one  in  favour  of  discharge  from  possession 
of  the  documents,  the  other  adverse  to  the  alleged  donation.  The  Court,  in  an  action 
bj  the  executors  of  the  creditor,  adjusted  issues,  of  which  the  executors  stood  pursuers ; 
Knox  V.  Crawford,  supra,  §  867,  note  '. 


CHiauQRAFHUM  XOJf  BXTAKS. 
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CHAPTER    Vll 


-CniEOGRAPIIUH  NON  SJTTANS   PRESUMIl 
SOLUTVM. 


§  382.  When  the  creditor  in  a  written  obligation  canno 
diice  his  document  of  debt,  law  presumes  that  it  has  been  re: 
to  the  debtor  and  cancelled  on  the  debt  being  discharged,  o! 
the  creditor  cancelled  it  in  order  to  extingursh  the  obligatio 
This  presumjition  etiikes  at  the  existence  of  the  deed  as  a  g 
of  obligation  ;  but  dues  not  impair  the  subsistence  of  the  de 
other  and  independent  grounds.  Accordingly,  where  a  part 
granted  bond  for  £84  sterling,  and  dihgence  had  followed  thi 
and  ho  had  afterwards  granted  a  new  liund  for  a  fifth  part  ol 
Biim,  on  a  back-bond  from  tbo  creditor  providing  that  if  the 
obligation  were  punctually  implemented  the  former  would  b 
charged,  but  that  if  the  sum  contained  in  it  were  not  punc 
paid  at  the  Bti|)uiated  terms,  diligence  should  proceed  on  th 
ginal  obligation,  in  which  case  the  second  bond  would  be  give 
in  an  action  for  payment  of  the  original  bond,  the  Court  held 
the  non-production  by  the  creditor  of  the  second  deed  did  not 
the  presumption  that  the  debt  therein  bad  been  discharged 
consequently,  as  tlie  condition  in  the  back-bond  had  not  been 
fied,  they  sustained  the  claim  for  the  original  debt  (6).  It  w 
observed,  however,  that  this  was  not  a  proper  case  of  novatii 
which  the  original  obligation  is  extinguished  on  the  second 
being  substituted  for  it.  In  a  case  of  novation  the  non-prodi 
of  the  second  deed  would  raise  the  presumption  of  payment  o 
charge  of  the  debt. 

§  383.  This  presumption  can  seldom  be  overcome  witho' 
action  of  proving  the  tenor  of  the  missing  document ;  in  whic 
casus  amissionia  must  be  averted  and  proved.  The  rules  or 
subject  are  noticed  in  treating  of  actions  of  proving  the  tenor. 


(a)  SwinUiu  v.  L.  Tofls,  1«70,  2  B.  Sup.,  24G— Moto,  126— Tail,  4(18.     S 
Rjric  1'.  Ryrio,  1840,  2  1),,  1210,  as  eiplainud  in  the  I,ord  Oidinnrj'a  nolo. 
i,b)  GulJji^  ••.  Puldeuij'a  Cre.,  1737.  Elch.  "  Preauraptinn,"  No.  it. 
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I 


I 


CHAPTER  IX.— OF  THE  PRESUMPTION  ARISING  FROM  THE  APOCHA 

TRWM  ANNORUM, 

§  384.  In  all  obligations  prestable  by  termly  payments, — ^as 
rents,  feu-duties,  salaries,  interest  of  money,  and  the  Hke, — if  the 
creditor  has  granted  three  consecutive  written  discharges  for  three 
corresponding  terms'  payments,  all  those  previously  due  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  settled  (a).  The  reason  is  that,  as  a  creditor 
seldom  discharges  even  one  term's  debt  while  the  debts  of  previous 
terms  are  outstanding,  the  existence  of  three  consecutive  discharges 
makes  it  highly  improbable  that  the  debts  of  previous  terms  were 
allowed  to  subsist.  As,  therefore,  the  presumption  arises  from  the 
reiteration  of  independent  receipts,  it  will  not  be  raised  by  the  ex- 
istence of  fewer  than  three  discharges,  although  embracing  three 
terms'  dues  (6).  Nor  will  receipts  for  payments  to  account  suffice ; 
but  if  they  were  granted  with  reference  to  a  particular  term's  pay- 
ment, and  amount  to  the  full  sum  then  due,  it  seems  that  they  may 
be  read  as  one  receipt  therefor  (c) ;  and  where  receipts  for  "  the 
balance "  of  rent  for  five  consecutive  years  respectively  were  pro- 
duced, the  presumption  was  held  to  apply  (rf). 

§  385.  It  is  only  consecutive  receipts  which  raise  this  presump- 
tion ;  and  therefore  it  does  not  apply  where  an  unsettled  term  in- 
tervenes between  the  first  and  third  discharge  (e).  The  receipts 
require  only  to  be  for  three  consecutive  terms,  of  half  years  or 
quarters,  and  not  for  three  full  years  (/).  The  presumption  does 
not  arise  from  the  grantor  receiving  payment  for  three  consecutive 
terms  without  granting  written  discharges ;  because  one  of  the  cir- 
cumstances necessary  to  infer  payment  of  the  arrears  is  that  the 
written  acquittances  do  not  reserve  a  claim  to  them  {g), 

§  386.  As  this  rule  implies  that  the  creditor  wittingly  granted 
the  discharges,  it  has  been  held  that  two  discharges  granted  by  a 
father,  and  a  third  by  his  son  and  representative  on  his  decease,  do 

(a)  stair,  1,  18,  2— ib.,  4,  40,  86— Erak.,  8,  4, 10— BeU'a  Pr.,  §  567— More,  128— 
Tait,  469.  (ft)  Stair,  1,  18,  2— L.  Roayth  v.  Wood,  1681,  M.,  11,896. 

(c)  Blackadder  v,  Cockburo,  1687,  M.,  8662.  {d)  Hunter  v,  L.  Einnaird's 

Tr.,  1829,  7  S.,  648.  («)  Stair,  mpra — Erek.,  supra — and  see  Kennedy  v,  Dal- 

lymple,  1622,  M.,  11,898.  (/)  Stair,  nipro— Ersk.,  m/iro— Tait,  469.    The 

text  writers  do  not  state  that  the  presumption  is  raised  by  successive  receipts  for  less 
thin  half-yearly  payments.  (g)  Stair,  1, 18,  2,  and  More*s  Notes,  123— Bell's 

Pr.,  {  667— Tait,  470— Moristoun  v.  Nisbot's  Tenants,  1681 ,  M.,  11.394.  But  see  eonira, 
Udy  Ertol  v.  Cruickshanks,  1606,  M.,  11,892. 


APOmA  TtttVM  AXSOnVM. 

not  raise  Uie  presumption,  unless  the  son's  knon-leilgc  o; 
vioQS  receipts  were  pntvod  (A).  But  tbe  presumption  i 
though  two  of  tbe  discharges  were  to  the  original  debtoi 
third  to  his  representative  {%). 

i  387.  With  reganl  to  discharges  by  the  creditor's  fa 
Stair  ol>eorve6  that  three  eubsc<{uent  discharges  aro  onlj 
against  tbe  chamberlain  during  bis  commission,  and  aj 
constituent  who  gave  him  power  to  discharge  during  tJm 
sion  (k).  In  two  cases  the  Court  refused  to  infer  pajmi 
gones  from  the  existence  of  three  discharges  by  the 
factor  {t).  But  the  opposite  was  found  as  to  receipts  for 
by  a  factor  and  chamberlain  who  had  been  in  use  to  uplil 
ditor's  uiaills  and  duties  (m).  and  as  to  receipts  for  rent  b 
tor  who  had  framed  the  tenant's  lease  (n).  The  correct 
seems  to  be  that,  while  receipts  by  one  who  baa  a  genera 
ment  of  the  projwrty  will  suffice,  it  is  otherwise  as  t* 
granted  by  one  who  merely  acted  as  receiver  of  certain  toi 
without  holding  such  an  office.  Discharges  by  saccessi 
will  not  raise  the  presumption;  yet  if  combineil  with  oth( 
stances,  they  may  go  far  to  infer  payment  (o). 

Where  tenants  had  by  their  landlord'))  order  deliv< 
grain  rents  to  certain  merchants,  the  receipts  granted  by 
fur  three  successive  years  were  held  not  to  infer  paymi 
previous  rents  (p). 

§  388.  The  jiresumption  from  the  apocha  trium  annc 
rates  in  favour  of  the  creditor,  as  well  as  of  the  debtor. 
ingly,  where  tbe  debtor  in  an  annual-rent  claimed  repetiti 
year's  duty  which  be  alleged  he  had  paid  twice,  the  Court 
the  creditor's  defence  that  three  subsequent  payments 
made  without  reservation  ()■). 

§  389.  This  presumption  is  excluded  where  the  arr 
been  constituted  by  bond,  bill,  or  decree ;  because  the  si 


(A)  Graj  u.  Rcid,  IRlfO,  M„  11,839;  4  B.  Sup..  406,  S.  C.  (0 

r.  L.  Belgillo,  1681,  M.,  11.393.    But  see  Lady  Erml  v.  Crnickalianka,  lupr, 

{k)  Stair.  1.  18,  2.  {I)  Preston  v.  Soott,  160T.  M..  11,307— E. 

Fraaor,  16B2,  M.,  8651.  11,309,  Tlie  point  did  not  arise  purely  in  eitlict  o( 
Sao  alBo  Biauhaiider  t>.  Cockliurn,  168T,  M.,  8652,  S  B.  Sup„  G48~Graiil 
1767,  M..  11,402.  (m)  Wedderbura  u.  Nisbet.  1612,  M,.  7181. 

(n)  HiiDtor  P.  Kinnaird's  Tr.,  1629,  7  S.,  648.     The  point  wu  not  exp: 
Lere.  (o)  See  Stitir,  1,  18,  2,  let  ed..  iiuoted  in  More's  ed.,  p.  15G, 

(p)  liaaier  of  Cnratorpliine  i:  liiB  Teniints,  1686,  M.,  11,306, 
OgiWto,  1729.  M..  11.400— More'fl  Nnfua,  124. 
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of  a  debt  so  Kquidated  ought  to  bo  disproved  by  writing,  or  by  a 
more  conclusive  inference  than  the  one  referred  to  (s).^  Yet  if  the 
cirexunstance  is  confirmed  by  long  delay  to  claim  payment,  or  by 
other  relevant  facts,  the  arrears  will  be  held  to  have  been  paid,  even 
where  they  were  constituted  by  writing  (t), 

§  390.  The  presumption  is  limited  to  previous  debts  of  the 
same  character  as  those  embraced  by  the  discharges  ;  and  therefore 
receipts  for  rent  will  not  raise  the  inference  that  grassums  due  once 
every  five  years,  have  been  paid  (u) ;  although  the  receipts  may  be 
important  in  connection  with  other  facts  inferring  payment  (x), 

§  391.  Where  the  receipts  contain  a  reservation  of  the  claim 
for  arrears,  of  course  it  will  not  be  presumed  that  these  have  been 
paid.  The  presumption  may  also  be  overcome  by  the  debtor's  writ 
or  oath,  and  even  by  contrary  circumstances  sufficiently  strong  to 
infer  non-payment  (y). 


CHAPTER  X. — OF  THE  PRESUMPTION  THAT  HONORARIES  HAVE 

BEEN  PAID. 

§  392.  Lord  Bankton  considers  that  advocates  may  sue  for  their 
fees,  but  that  it  is  discreditable  to  do  so  (a).  The  correct  view  in 
point  of  law  (whatever  may  be  said  of  its  equity  or  policy)  is,  that 
counsels'  fees  are   honoraries,  for  which  action  does  not  lie  (6). 

(«)  Ersk.,  8, 4, 10 — See  also  Master  of  Corstorphine  v.  his  Tenants,  supra — Pringle  v. 
Mnrray,  1767,  M.,  11,408— L.  Rosyth  v.  Wood,  1681,  M.,  11,895— More,  124^But  the 
presmoption  is  not  excluded  by  a  mere  note  or  memorandum  which  is  not  a  proper 
document  of  debt ;  M.  Annandale  v,  Johnstone,  1728,  M.,  11,400.  (t)  Stair, 

1, 18,  2— Ersk.,  «(pra— Grant  v.  M'Lean,  1767,  M.,  11,402— Douglas  v.  Bothwell,  1684, 
M.,  11,396— Homes  v.  Anderson,  1744,  M.,  11,401.  («)  See  Lady  Enrol  v, 

Craickshanks,  1606,  M.,  11,892.  (x)  See  Hunter  v.  L.  Kinnaird's  Tr.,  1829, 

7  S.,  648.  .(y)  Stair,  1,  18,  2 — Ersk.,  3,  4,  10 — Cases  supra,  in  notes. 

(a)  Bankt.,  4,  8,  4.  (6)  Stair,  1,  12,  6— ib.,  1,  13,  2— More,  126— Bell's 

Die,  "Honorarium" — Shand's  Prac.,  81.  But  an  agent  who  has  received  payment  from 
bis  dient  of  fees  as  haying  been  paid  to  counsel  is  bound  to  account  to  the  counsel  for 
them;  Bell's  Die,  ib.— A  B,  1887,  16  8.,  748,  note.  Now  that  the  profession  of  an  ad- 
vocite  is  followed  as  a  means  of  livelihood,  and  not  as  under  the  Roman  system,  whence 
the  role  in  the  text  is  derived,  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  why  a  claim  for  re- 
nnmeration  should  not  be  recognised  by  law. 


1  Patrick  v.  Watt,  1869,  21  D.,  687. 


2M 


nMmntmoM  or  utmext  or  BoaKMUBiEs 


Aa  pptfarioual  etiqaette  leqntics  be*  to  be  pud  in  i 
tuMilliUKfcm  »  UmI  tfais  has  beai  dnoe  (c).  Tlus  p 
tomnr,  does  not  bold  wlkcte  m  aaiaij  n  fmj*iAe  to  a  oo 
qwcul  ■gveetneat ;  in  vhidi  came,  abo,  the  {ifindide  t 
mmentioa  is  an  lumanrj  is  tnap[£cable  {<!).  PTofeaao 
gBvenUj  tbat  ibe  prEsomption  a  exchded  by  a  ^Kcia] 
eootnct  («).* 

{  3d3L  At  one  time  pbyndanar  feea  abo  ireie  i 
hoDomin,  and  as  out  (.'xigiU«  by  action  except  Dnd< 
contract  (/).  Bat  Utterly  this  priDci|]io  lias  been  t 
gteat  exteot ;  and  the  ntodem  mle  is  tbat  a  physician 
bit  fees,  but  tbat  law  presumes  that  liis  sc-rrices  h»ve 
rendered  grataitoasly  or  been  remonerated  at  the  timi 
anee  (jir).  The  presumption  is  beld  not  to  apply  to  atte: 
iug  the  deathbed  sicknese  (A);  which  for  this  parpoe 
sometimes  limited  to  the  last  sixty  <i»y8  of  illness  (t). 
however,  is  not  quite  established  (it). 

5  394.  The  presumption  may  be  overcome  by  evid 
or  circnmstantial  (I) ;  and  it  was  heM  not  to  apply 
pbyaiciaji's  account  for  meilicines  was  unpaid,  and  when 
the  custom  of  the  district  to  pay  the  fees  at  the  time 


(e)  Bdl't  Pr.,  i  668— Tiil.  471.  (rf)  M'Ketme  p.  Tobh  < 

IT2S,  M..  It.421,  ll.lOa-Locliliiui  c.  D.  QoMiubeiT.  note  to  ib..  M..  II 
eridenUj  the  C9M  of  LocUi*rt  r.  D.  Gordon,  1780.  M..  10.T3B;  where  > 
■Ilowed  (o  me  on  a  bond  oT  bunnil]'  auniing  that  it  had  ti^eii  grants 
dose :"  Kunee'  Semoa  Papers,  No.  447— -Sm  aiaa  Bell's  Pr..  {  5e8. 
Pr..  tttpra.  (/)  Stair.  I,  12,  5— iK  1,  13,  2— Johnstone  ■. 

11,416.  {g)  Tait,  471— Bell'ii  Pr.,  npn.    Cases  in  nut  two  l 

(A)  Sanden  o.  Hewat.  1822,  1  S..  SIO  (new  ed.)— Rtusell  i'.  Dun 
11.419— Malcolm  c.  Balfour.  1744,  Elcb.,  '- Prestunplion,"  1&— Puke.  La 
1756,  M..  11,421^  and  Bee  Uumilton  D.  Gihtoa.  1781,  H.,  11,422— BeU's 

(0  RuBsell  p.  DnnUr.  lupra—Tuii,  471.  (i)  See  pet  1 

Sandera  r.  Hevat,  rujim,  ami  Park  c.  Langlands.  mpra,  (_l) 

Oibflon,  1761.  U.,  ]).423,  where  an  action  was  bronght  for  fees  for  attends 
tlie  ]«tieut'B  last  illnesa,  the  Cuort,  while  recognising  the  gouerul  priuciiil 
pvticnlar  cinnunstanoea  may  make  an  exception."  and  adcordingly  the 
deTenoe.     The  natnie  of  the  circumatajicea  is  not  reported. 


1  In  Englsjid,  a  barrister  has  do  action  for  his  fees ;  he  nndertskea  a 
not  enter  into  a  contract;  Swinfen  e,  Chelmaford,  18G0.  5  Hnrl.  and  Nori 
recent  chs  vrhero  an  advocate  sued  an  agent  fur  fees  alleged  to  have 
liy  the  agent  from  hla  clients,  and  not  paid  to  the  advocate,  the  Conrt  de 
of  the  qneitinn.  whether  an  advocate  could  sue  for  fees,  and  allaived  t 
iinawsr:  Ciillen  v.  Bnehanan,  1862,  24  D.,  1132. 
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ance  (w).  The  presumption  ought  not  to  hold  in  Scotland  in  re- 
gard to  the  fees  of  the  ordinary  medical  attendant  of  a  family,  the 
usual  practice  being  to  pay  such  bills  once  a  year  (n). 


CHAPTEB  XI.— OF  THE  PliESTJMPTION  THAT  PAYMENT  WAS  MADE 

BY  THE  PROPER  DEBTOR. 

§  395.  Where  a  debt  has  been  paid,  the  natural  inference,  and 
consequently  the  legal  presimiption,  is  that  it  has  been  paid  by  the 
debtor  or  with  his  funds  (a). 

Thus  a  bill  or  promissory  note  with  a  general  receipt  is  pre- 
samed  to  have  been  retired  with  the  acceptor's  or  granter's  money  (6). 
So  a  biU  for  the  acceptor's  accommodation,  with  a  general  receipt 
by  a  bank  (the  last  indorsee),  was  presumed  to  have  been  paid  by 
the  acceptor  or  on  his  behalf;  the  question  arising  between  the 
drawer  and  a  prior  indorsee  in  whose  possession  the  biU  was  found 
with  the  receipt  scored  (c).  And  where  a  bill  for  the  accommoda- 
tion of  a  party  not  appearing  on  it,  having  been  retired  and  marked 
paid,  was  found  in  the  hands  of  one  of  the  acceptors,  in  a  question 
between  him  and  a  co-acceptor's  heirs  it  was  presumed  to  have  been 
retired  with  the  funds  of  the  true  debtor  (d).  And  a  bill  by  two 
acceptors,  being  found  blank  indorsed  in  the  hands  of  one  of  them, 
was  presumed  to  have  been  paid  by  them  equally  (e).  But  where 
a  bill  accepted  by  a  father  and  son  was  found  in  the  father's  hands, 
and  in  a  competition  of  the  son's  creditors  the  father  claimed  re- 
payment of  the  whole,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  had  been  for  the 
son's  accommodation,  the  Court  held  that  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  payment  had  been  made  with  the  funds  of  the  son  (/).  Again, 
where  a  party  alleged  that  he  had  paid  another  person's  debt,  and 
produced  receipts  in  that  person's  name,  which  he  had  retained  un- 
delivered, he  was  obliged  to  prove  by  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath  that 

(m)  Flint  v,  Alexander,  1796,  M.,  11,422— MelviUe  v.  Alexander,  1796,  note  to  ibid. 

(n)  See  Bell's  Pr.,  §  668.  (a)  Erek.,  8,  4,  6— Bell's  Pr.,  {  669— More,  126— 

Tait,  472.  (b)  Ewing  v.  E.  Strathraore,  1882,  10  S.,  868— Webster  v.  Thomas, 

15Ui  January  1819,  F.  C— Ferguson  v.  Young,  1798,  M.,  1488.  (c)  Brown  v. 

Kerr,  1809,  Hume  D..  62.  (d)  Jackson  v.  Williamson,  1826,  4  S.,  292. 

(e)  CampbeU  v.  Cockbum,  1728,  M.,  11,684.  (/)  Baillie  v,  Wilson,  1840, 

2  D.,  496.    In  this  case  the  father  and  son  had  evidently  been  in  collusion. 
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the  payment  had  not  t>eeii  made  from  the  funds  of  the  latte 
A  heritable  bond  lying  cancelled  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor'i 
was  presumed  to  have  been  paid  by  him,  not  by  the  executt 
Thus  also  a  tenant  was  not  allowed  credit  as  against  his  laE 
for  paj-ments,  the  receipts  for  which,  produced  by  him,  were  i 
landlord's  name  (i).  And  a  factor's  possession  of  bonds  anc 
granted  by  his  constituent  does  not  raise  the  inference  tha 
factor  paid  them  (k).  Again,  where  A  subscribed  the  booki 
joint  stock  company  for  certain  shares  of  stock  for  himsel 
other  persons  respectively,  and  paid  the  advances  upon  their  s 
whereupon  a  certificate  was  made  out  bearing  these  parties 
creditors  of  the  company  for  the  sums  so  paid  up,  it  was  pres 
that  the  several  parties  had  advanced  the  sums  applicable  to 
resi>ective  shares  (/).  The  presumption  applies  although  tht 
ment  was  made  by  the  hands  of  a  third  party  who  holds  a  n 
to  that  effect  (m).  And  where  certain  receipts  for  annual-rei 
the  hands  of  one  or  two  creditors  bore  that  the  sums  therein 
tioned  had  been  paid  by  him  for  himself  and  in  name  and  for  h 
of  the  other  debtor,  the  Court  held  that  the  latter  had  contri 
his  proportion  of  these  pajTuents.  There  were  other  receipts  i 
hands  of  the  same  party  bearing  simply  that  the  sums  bad 
paid  by  him ;  and  it  was  not  contested  that  he  had  made  these 
ments  from  his  own  funds  (m). 

§  396.  This  presumption  may  he  overcome  by  the  terms  < 
receipt  (o).  Indeed  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  presumption  is 
if  a  party  pays  with  his  owii  funds  the  debt  due  by  anothe 
ought  to  take  a  receipt  setting  forth  that  fact.  The  presum 
may  also  be  overcome  by  the  writ  or  oath  of  the  proper  debtoi 

(S)  Halybvirton  e.  Ct>ak,  1711,  M.,  ll,r>28.  (A)  Wileon  v.  Dawlinj 

M.,  11,626.  (i)  Nisbot  v.  JoLnst-jti,  1711,  M.,  11,628.     See  Veitch  i'.  Pa 

1(164,  M.,  11,383.  (A)  Garuock  i:  Wilson,  1714,  M.,  11.530. 

(/)  Corse's  Crs.  v.  Poddie,  1708,  M.,  11,526.  (m)  Trotter  v.  Kobertsoi 

M.,  11,626— Donaldfloii  v.  Walker,  1711,  M..  11,628— Corse's  Crs.  v.  Peddie,  nipr 
also  Nisbot  v.  Jobnaloii,  tupra.  (n)  Gordon  p.  M'Gbie,  1711,  M.,  11,52 

(o)  Sco  Soulaj  V,  Soutnr,  1827,  6  S.,  876,  whore  an  actommodation  bill  Uavii 
paid  in  two  insUlments  by  one  of  the  parties  who  was  not  the  proper  debtor  in 
receipt  for  the  Brst  instalment  being  in  general  terms,  wLile  on  tbe  balance  boii 
the  bill  and  protest  wore  RiTen  up  to  the  party  and  a  receipt  was  writtsn  on  the 
these  terms,  '■  Received  payment  from  G.  S.  at  indorsee;"  the  Court  held  th 
payments  had  been  maile  by  him,  A  written  declaration,  however,  hy  the  crei 
inlemaiio  will  not  be  regarded  ;  indeed  it  is  inadmissible  as  evidence  to  any  eiTeol 
Nisbet  0.  Johnston,  lupra.  (p)  Trotter  o.  Robertson,  1672,  M.,  11,626— 

Crs.  p.  Peddie,  1708,  M.,  ib.—Haly barton  p.  Cook,  1711.  M_  11,628— Ferguson  p. " 
1798,  M.,  1488-Ewine  v.  E.  Strathmore,  1832,  10  S.,  868 ;  affd.,  8  W.  S..  66. 
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which  was  formerly  regarded  as  the  only  admissible  proof  on  the 
point  (r).  But  the  later  cases  allow  it  to  be  redargued  by  a  proof 
prout  de  Jure,  or  by  contrary  inferences  (s).  But  in  a  recent  case 
it  was  held  that  a  bill  of  exchange,  bearing  a  general  receipt  of 
payment  by  the  last  indorsee,  and  having  the  names  of  the  accep- 
tors cancelled,  cannot  found  an  action  by  a  prior  indorsee  into  whose 
hands  it  comes,  and  who  averred  that  the  bill  was  retired  by  him, 
unless  he  prove  his  averments  as  to  the  payment,  cancellation,  and 
receipt,  by  the  acceptors'  writ  or  oath  (t). 


CHAPTER  XII. — TUTOR  PRESUMITUR  INTUS  HABERE  ANTE 

REDDITAS  RATI  ONES. 

§  397.  Law  presumes  that  a  tutor,  who  has  not  accounted  for 
his  intromissions,  has  in  his  hands  funds  belonging  to  the  pupil 
sufficient  to  meet  any  claim  which  he  may  have  against  the  pupil's 
estate  (a).  This  is  a  corollary  to  the  rule  that  tutors  are  not  bound 
to  account  till  their  office  expires ;  and  it  has  a  wholesome  tendency 
to  produce  an  early  accoimting,  as  well  as  to  prevent  tutors  from 
speculating  on  their  own  account  with  the  funds  under  their  official 
care  (ft).  This  presumption  is  twofold — let,  that  the  tutor  holds 
funds  sufficient  to  meet  any  claim  he  may  have  against  the  pupil  (c); 
and,  2rf,  that  all  purchases  by  him  of  rights  afiecting  the  pupil's 
estate  were  made  with  the  pupil's  money  (d).  It  applies  in  an  ac- 
tion by  a  tutor  against  his  ward  after  the  decennial  prescription  has 
extinguished  his  liability  to  account  for  his  intromissions ;  for  quae 
suni  temporalia  ad  agendum  are  frequently  perpetua  ad  excipiendum; 
and  the  pupil  does  not  claim  a  balance  from  the  tutor,  but  only 

(r)  Trotter  v,  Robertson— Corse's  Crs.  v.  Peddie — Halyburton  v.  Cook,  supra.    And 
see/wr  curiam  in  Ferguson  «.  Yoimg,  supra.  (<)  Halyburton  v.  Cook,  1713, 

M.,  11,887— Macneil  v.  Livingstone,  1768,  M.,  11,634— M'Nab  v.  Telfer,  1821,  2  Mur.. 
48l~M'Lanchlan  v.  Thomson,  1831,  6  F.  C,  490;  9  S.,  763,  S.  C.— M'Kenzie  v.  Gor- 
don, 1889,  M'L.  &  Rob.,  117,  affirming  16  S.,  311— Wood  v.  Northern  Reversion  Co., 
1848, 11  D.,  264.     See  also  Irving  v.  Charteris,  1714,  M.,  11,631.  (t)  Martin  r. 

Smith,  1854, 17  D.,  148.  (a)  Stair,  1,  6,  28— Ersk.,  1,  7,  82—2  Fraser,  166, 

7— Tait,  478.  (6)  See  Ersk.,  1,  7, 19.  (c)  Tait,  478— Authorities  in 

note  (a).  (rf)  Bankt.,  1,  7,  40 — Ersk.,  «ttpra— Tait,  supra — ^Fraser,  supra — 

Tutor  of  Stormont  v.  his  pupil,  1662,  M.,  11,624— Melville  v.  Montgomery,  1676,  M., 
16,292 — Cases  in  two  next  notes. 
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pleads  in  defence  that  the  claim  of  the  latter  is  presi: 
been  paid  before  the  years  of  preBcription  had  ela 
sumption  which  must  be  available  to  him  until  the  ' 
counted  (c). 

§  398.  This  presumption  affects  not  only  the  t 
onerous  assignees  holding  bonds  or  securities  which  i 
pil'fi  estatia  (/).  But  it  does  not  apply  to  debts  due  t<: 
the  pupil's  ancestor ;  because  the  oiily  rational  founda 
stricts  it  to  expense  incurred  by  the  tutor  on  the  min 
and  it  is  repugnant  to  justice  that  a  creditor's  riglit 
just  debt  should  be  jKiBtjwned,  in  consequence  of  his  1 
takeu  a  friendly  aud  gratuitous  office  for  his  debtor;  oj 
debet  esse  damnomm  (?).  In  the  same  way  the  presun 
affect  rights  which  a  tutor  aci|uired  over  his  ward's  est 
office  commenced ;  for  be  had  not  then  fuuds  belongiuj 
with  which  they  could  have  been  purchased. 

§  399.  The  presumption  aj)plie8  to  one  who  takes 
pro-tutor  (h). 

§  4011  This  presumption  will  he  overcome  by  tl 
counts  showing  that  he  had  not  the  requisite  funds  in 
make  the  payment  or  purchase  the  debt  objected  t( 
also  be  redargued  by  proof  that  the  pupil's  father  died 
and  insolvent  (the  pupil  not  hanng  acquired  funds 
quarter),  and  tliat  the  tutor  while  in  office  had  advan 
prevent  the  pupil's  estate,  which  was  heavily  hiu-deuei 
dismembered  by  diligeuce  (i).  Stair  {J)  and  Bankfi 
case  of  the  Earl  of  Wintoun  v.  Eamsay  (n),  to  show  t 
nee  of  a  tutor,  who  had  acquired  a  bond  over  his  pupi 
ing  the  tutory,  may  get  decree  against  the  latter  on  fii 
to  repeat,  in  case  tlie  tutor's  accounts  should  show  that 
in  hand  wherovith  to  have  paid  the  debt.  But  in  th 
pears  that  the  defender  offered  to  pay  the  sum  to  th 


(«)  EnA,.  I,  7,  82— Buukt.,  1,  7,  40— Baillie  v.  BaiUie,  1714,  M..  I 
Beott,  1737,  Elch.  ■■  Tutor,"  No.  8;  M.,  10,004.  8.  C.  (/I 

lb.,  1,  B.  28— M-DongaU  v.  Applecross.  1686,  M.,  16,308— Rain siy  t.  V 
9877— CleliDd  p,  Bnillle.  1678.  M.,  9983— S|ffincB  i..  Scott,  1676,  M., 
Oook,  1714,  U..  9998.     See  Nisbet  v.  Smitli.  1685,  8  B.  Sap..  S94. 
1.  7,  82— Bimkt..  1,  7,  40— Newmilla  e.  SmittB,  1B87.  M.,  B989— Muir 
4  B.  Sup..  298.  (A)  Bucliuiau  v.  Buchauan,  1705,  M., 

Tolquhoun.  1686.  M,.  16,308— Nisbet .'.  SmiUi,  m^a.  (I'j 

Erak.,  1,  7,  32.  {k)  Buchuiau  v.  BuchanAn,  mpra.  \ 

(.b)  Bankt.,  1,  7,  40.  (n)  R,  Wintonn  n.  ItamBay,  1G62, 
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his  finding  the  caution  referred  to,  and  that  the  tutor  was  only  one 
of  several,  and  had  not  personally  intromitted  with  hii3  ward's 
funds  (o). 

(o)  In  the  argnment  of  Kisbet  v.  Smith,  1686,  8  B.  Snp.,  595,  with  regard  to 
aseignees  of  tators,  it  is  mentioned  that  the  decisions  £.  Wintoun  v,  Ramsay  and  Grier- 
Bon  V,  Carmthers  (nnreported),  only  "  tie  them  to  find  caution."  But  little  or  no 
leliance  can  be  placed  on  the  latter  case,  especially  from  its  being  coupled  with  the  case 
of  £.  Wintoun  v,  Ramsay,  m/pra;  which,  as  already  shown,  was  not  a  decision  on  the 
pdnt 
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CHAPTER  I.— OF  THE  GENERAL  NATURE  OF  PRESCRIPTIONS. 

§  401.  The  lapse  of  time  has  important  efiFects  in  establishing 
or  extinguishing,  fortifying  or  impairing,  rights  and  obUgations. 
Besides  the  inferences  which  spring  from  undisturbed  possession 
on  the  one  hand,  and  mora  and  acquiescence  on  the  other,  all  codes 
of  law  recognise  absolute  rules  on  this  head ;  founded  partly  on  pre- 
sumptions, and  partly  on  grounds  of  public  policy.  In  this  country 
these  rules  pass  under  the  general  t^rm  "prescriptions;"  although 
some  of  them  are  more  correctly  called  "  limitations."  Prescriptions, 
then,  may  be  defined  as  rules  of  law  by  which  rights  and  obligations 
are  established  or  extinguished,  or  the  modes  of  proving  them  are 
limited,  in  consequence  of  the  lapse  of  time. 

§  402.  From  this  definition  it  is  manifest  that  prescriptions  are 
of  several  essentially  different  kinds.    They  may  be  classified  into — 

1.  Those  by  which  rights  are  fortified  and  established;  e.gr.,  the 
long  positive  prescription,  and  the  vicennial  prescription  of  retours. 
Such  prescriptions  are  founded  on  the  presumption  which  arises 
from  undisturbed  possession ;  and  they  are  designed  not  only  to 
protect  true  proprietors  from  the  forgery  of  competing  titles,  but 
also  to  give  that  confidence  in  the  stability  of  rights  of  property, 
which  is  essential  to  its  improvement,  and  to  the  prosecution  of 
useful  enterprises  engaged  in  upon  the  faith  of  it  (a). 

2.  Prescriptions  which,  proceeding  on  the  presumption  that  the 
creditor  has  relinquished  his  right,  absolutely  extinguish  it,  if  it 
has  not  been  prosecuted  within  the  prescriptive  period;  e.^.,  the 
long  negative  prescription. 

(a)  Dig.,  41,  8,  1— stair,  2,  12,  9— Erek.,  3,  7,  1 
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3.  Prescriptions  which  proceed  on  the  presumption,  or  rather 
the  fiction,  that  the  obligant  and  obligee  at  entering  into  the  con- 
tract intended  that  it  should  only  last  for  a  limited  period ;  and 
which  are  therefore  implied  conditions  defining  its  duration ;  e.g.,  the 
septennial  limitation  of  cautionary  obligations. 

4.  Prescriptions  which  are  designed  to  protect  from  the  perpe- 
tuity of  certain  diligences  and  actions ;  e.g.,  the  triennial  limitations 
of  arrestments  and  actions  for  wrongous  imprisonment  and  spuilzies, 
and  the  vicennial  prescription  of  criminal  prosecutions ; — and 

5.  Those  which  do  not  afiFect  the  right  or  obligation,  but  which, 
in  order  to  obviate  the  evils  arising  from  loss  of  evidence,  limit  the 
proof  either  to  the  oath  or  to  the  writ  or  oath  of  the  party  in  whose 
favour  they  run ;  c.gr.,  the  vicennial  prescription  of  holograph  writs, 
the  sexennial  prescription  of  bills,  and  the  triennial  prescription  of 
merchant's  accounts ;  all  of  which  spring  from  corresponding  pre- 
sumptions. 

§  403,  It  is  only  the  last  class  of  prescriptions  which  directly 
involve  questions  on  the  law  of  evidence ;  and  therefore  it  is  only 
these  which  will  here  be  examined  in  detail.  Before  entering  upon 
them,  the  other  prescriptions  may  be  enumerated. 

§  404.  1.  The  long  positive  prescription  was  introduced  by 
1617,  c.  12,  for  the  protection  of  land  rights.  Under  it  possession 
for  forty  years  on  charter  and  sasine,  or  (where  there  is  no  charter) 
on*  sasines  one  or  more  continued  and  standing  together,  renders 
the  right  secure  against  all  future  challenge  {b). 

2.  Undisturbed  possession  of  a  moveable  subject  for  forty  years, 
either  with  or  without  a  written  title,  creates  an  indefeasible  right 
of  property  in  it  (c).  Whence  this  rule  arises  has  been  a  moot  point 
among  Scotch  lawyers.  It  does  not  come  within  the  enactments 
regarding  the  long  positive  prescription ;  for  these  are  limited  to 
heritable  subjects  possessed  on  written  titles.  ^It  has  been  main- 
tained {d)  under  the  long  negative  prescription  noticed  in  next 
paragraph.  But  as  the  statutes  by  which  that  prescription  is  intro- 
duced speak  only  of  obligations  "made"  in  favour  of  the  party 
against  whom  the  prescriptions  run,  their  provisions  seem  not  to 
apply  to  the  claim  by  the  original  proprietor  of  a  moveable  subject 
to  vindicate  his  right  of  property.  The  correct  principle  seems  to 
he,  that  justice  and  public  policy  requiring  that  some  fixed  period 


TO  See  this  treated  in  Erak.,  8,  7,  8,  et  *«j.— More,  276--BeirB  Pr.,  i  2002. 
(c)  Stair,  2,  12,  2— Erak.,  8,  7,  7— More,  276.  (d)  See  Napier  on  Prescrip- 

tioijs,  88,  et  teq.—Tb.,  76,  et  teq. 
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of  possession  of  moveables  be  sufficient  to  create  an  absolute  right 
of  property  in  them,  common  law  has,  on  the  analogy  of  the  long 
prescriptions,  established  a  presumption  jtim  et  dejure,  that  a  party 
who  has  for  forty  years  possessed  a  moveable  subject  is  the  pro- 
prietor of  it  (e). 

3.  The  long  negative  prescription  stands  upon  the  statutes  1469, 
c.  28, 1474,  c.  54,  and  1617,  c.  12 ;  which  create  forfeiture  of  a  right 
or  obligation,  heritable  or  moveable,  mutual  or  unilateral,  which  the 
creditor  has  neglected  to  exercise  or  prosecute  for  forty  years  (/). 
It  proceeds  on  the  presumption  of  abandonment. 

4.  By  1617,  c.  13,  retours  of  services  can  only  be  challenged  if 
the  summons  of  reduction  is  "  intented,  executed,  and  pursued" 
within  twenty  years  of  the  retour  and  service  (g).  The  decree  of 
service  under  the  new  form  of  procedure  has  the  benefit  of  the  sta- 
tute in  the  same  manner  as  the  old  retours  (h). 

5.  By  common  law  the  right  to  prosecute  criminally  prescribes 
after  twenty  years  from  the  date  of  the  offence,  unless  the  accused 
has  been  fugitated  (t). 

6.  By  1696,  c.  9,  actions  of  count  and  reckoning  competent  to 
pupils  and  minors  against  their  tutors  and  curators  prescribe  if  not 
insisted  in  within  ten  years  after  majority  (k), 

7.  By  1695,  c.  5,  the  duration  of  cautionary  obligations  is,  under 
certain  conditions,  limited  to  seven  years  (I), 

8.  By  1669,  c,  10,  citations  for  interrupting  prescriptions  pre- 
scribe in  seven  years. 

9.  By  1701,  c.  6,  the  right  to  raise  action  for  wrongous  imprison- 
ment prescribes,  if  it  is  not  exercised  within  three  years  after  the  last 
day  of  the  imprisonment  (m).  This  applies  only  to  actions  for  the  sta- 
tutory penalties,  and  not  to  actions  at  common  law  for  damages  (n). 
It  is  also  limited  to  wrongous  imprisonment  on  criminal  charges,  and 
does  not  include  imprisonment  for  civil  debts  (o). 

10.  Actions  for  error  against  the  persons  of  inquest  were  only  com- 
petent within  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  retour  and  service  (p). 

(e)  See  Stair,  2,  12,  18— Bankt.,  2, 12, 1— Karnes'  Elucid.,  Art.  83,  p.  240.  268— 
More,  276.  (/)  See  Erak.,  8,  7.  8— More.  266—1  BeU'a  Com.,  886— Bell's 

Pr.,  606.  (g)  See  Erek,  8,  7,  19— More,  271— BeU's  Pr.,  2024. 

(A)  10  and  11  Vict.,  c.  47,  g  18— Duff  on  Recent  Stat.,  p.  68.  («)  2  Hume, 

186—  2  Al.,  97— Macgregor  (Murder),  1778,  Hume,  ib.— Ersk..  4,  4,  109. 

(*)  See  Ersk.,  8,  7,  26- More,  272— Bell's  Pr.,  686— See  wpra,  i  897. 

(/)  See  Ersk.,  8,  7,  22— More,  272—1  BeU's  Com.  866.  (m)  See  Ersk., 

4,  4,  110.  (n)  Bell's  Pr.,  {  2086— Sinclair  v.  Sinclair.  1742,  Elch.,  "Wrongous 

Imp.,"  9.  (o)  M'Ghristie  o.  Fisher,  1881,  9  S.,  812.  (j>)  1494» 

c.  67—1617,  c.  18. 
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11.  Arrestments  prescribe  within  three  years  from  laying  them 
on,  when  the  debt  is  liquid ;  and  when  it  is  future  or  contingent, 
they  prescribe  within  three  years  respectively  from  its  becoming 
due  or  the  contingency  being  purified  (r). 

12.  Actions  of  removing  can  only  be  pursued  within  three  years 
after  their  respective  warnings  (s). 

13.  "Actions  of  spuilzies,  ejections,  and  others  of  that  nature" 
(which  include  actions  of  intrusion  (t),  of  "  damages  for  demolish- 
ing a  mill "  (w),  and  the  like),  must  be  pursued  "  within  three  years 
after  the  committing  thereof"  (x).  This  prescription  does  not  afifect 
an  ordinary  action  for  restitution  of  the  loss  occasioned  by  the 
spuilzie,  but  only  the  action  for  violent. profits  (y). 

§  405.  The  prescriptions  which  are  more  particularly  examined 
here  are  the  vicennial  prescription  of  holograph  writs,  the  sexennial 
of  bills,  the  quinquennial  of  verbal  bargains  and  of  maills  and  duties, 
and  the  triennial  of  open  accounts.  The  first  of  these  prescriptions 
is  founded  upon  the  presumption  that  if  a  writ  alleged  to  be  holo- 
graph has  not  been  claimed  upon  for  twenty  years,  it  is  not  genuine. 
The  others  proceed  upon  the  double  presumption  that  from  the  lapse 
of  the  statutory  period  the  alleged  obligation  was  not  contracted,  or 
that,  if  it  was,  it  has  been  implemented  or  discharged.  But  "  what- 
ever general  presumptions  may  have  weighed  with  the  Legislature  in 
passing  the  statutes  which  enact  these  prescriptions,  they  introduce 
no  presumptions,  but  enact  certain  specific  and  imperative  rules  on 
the  subject  of  probation"  («). 

§  406.  The  cases,  therefore,  which  arise  on  these  limitations 
involve  two  questions ;  namely,  Ist,  Does  the  document  or  claim 
come  under  the  statutory  rule  ?  And,  2d,  If  so,  has  the  pursuer 
proved  his  case  by  evidence  of  the  kind  to  which  he  is  limited  ? 
Thus,  when  the  vicennial  prescription  is  pleaded  in  an  action  ui>on 
a  holograph  bond,  it  may  be  necessary  under  the  first  head  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  writing  is  one  of  those  struck  at  by  the  statute, 
whether  the  full  twenty  years  have  run  without  minority  or  any 
other  impediment,  and  whether  the  defence  has  been  elided  by 

(r)  1  and  2  Vict.,  c.  114,  {  22.    They  fonnerly  prescribed  in  five  years ;  1669,  c.  9. 

(«)  1579,  c.  82.    See  Ersk.,  8,  7,  18.  (t)  L.  CraighaU  v.  Einninmoiith, 

1610,  M.,  11,068.  (tt)  Corbet  v.  Vans,  1610,  M.,  11,068.  (z)  1579, 

e.81.    See  Ersk.,  8,  7, 16.  (y)  Eisk.,  ib.— BaiUie  v.  Tonng,  1886, 18  S.,  472 

—Cases  in  8  B.  Synop.,  1650.  {z)  L.  FnUerton  in  Damley  v.  Kirkwood, 

1845,  7  D.,  600.  See  also  per  L.  Jn8t.-Gl.  Hope  in  Alcook  v.  Easeon,  1842,  5  ib.,  868, 4 
-Collen  p.  Smeal,  1858, 15  ib.,  870. 
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action  or  diligence.  Then,  if  it  shall  be  found  that  the  Btatutory 
rule  applies,  the  next  point  is  whether  the  pursuer  has  proved  the 
genuineness  of  the  bond  by  the  defender's  oath;  and  this  may 
raise  questions  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  oath,  the  effect  of  one 
defender's  oath  against  another,  and  the  like.  Similar  questions 
are  involved  in  cases  regarding  the  sexennial,  quinquennial,  and 
triennial  prescriptions ;  where  the  first  point  is, — Does  the  case 
come  under  the  statutory  rule  which  limits  the  pursuer's  proof  to 
the  defender's  writ  or  oath  ?  and  the  second  point  is, — If  so,  has 
the  pursuer,  by  means  of  that  evidence,  proved  both  the  constitu- 
tion and  the  subsistence  of  the  debt  (a)  ? 

§  407.  With  regard  to  all  the  statutes  referred  to,  the  defender's 
admissions  on  record  are  held  to  be  equally  binding  upon  him  as 
his  writ  or  oath  ;  and  that  not  so  much  from  their  being  equivalent 
to  either  of  these  kinds  of  proof,  as  in  consequence  of  the  funda- 
mental rule  of  pleading,  that  the  statements  of  fact  made  by  a  party 
on  record  are  conclusive  against  him  (&). 

§  408.  Great  caution,  however,  is  required  in  using  the  record 
in  place  of  the  statutory  mode  of  proof.  On  the  one  hand,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  if  the  defender  distinctly  admits  that  the  bond  is 
genuine,  or  that  the  debt  is  resting-owing,  it  \\all  not  avail  him  to 
plead  prescription,  but  decree  will  be  given  against  him  without  a 
reference  to  his  oath  (c).  The  same  course  ought  also  to  be  followed 
in  an  action  on  a  prescribed  bill  or  account,  when  the  defender  dis- 
tinctly admits  that  the  debt  is  resting-owing,  and  states  a  defence 
independent  of  any  question  as  to  its  subsistence  (rf).  But  if  the 
defender  in  such  an  action,  without  admitting  resting-owing,  pleads 


(a)  The  obserrations  in  this  paragraph  are  taken  from  the  cases  of  Alcock  v.  Easson, 
1S42,  6  D.,  856,  per  L.  Justice-Clerk  Hope  (which  is  the  leading  decision  on  this  snb- 
ject),  and  Darulcy  v.  Kirkwood,  1845,  7  D.,  595,  per  Lord  FuUerton.  The  application 
of  these  rules  to  the  different  prescriptions  is  considered  in  treating  of  them. 

(6)  Noble  V.  Scott,  1848,  5  D.,  727 — Alcock  v.  Kasson,  tupra — Damloy  v.  Kirkwood, 
aupra — ^Wilson  v.  Strang,  1880,  8  S.,  625.  (c)  Bryson  v.  Aytoun,  1825,  4  S.,  180 

— Bitchie  v.  Little,  1886,  14  S.,  216 — Alcock  t;.  Easson,  tupra,  per  L.  Justice-Clerk. 

(<f)  For  instance,  if  the  defender  admits  that  the  debt  was  incnn^d  and  has  not  been 
paid  or  discharged,  but  pleads  compensation,  the  admission  should  be  held  to  prove  the 
constitution  and  subsistence  of  the  debt,  the  defender  being  left  to  prove  his  counter- 
claim ;  because,  if  his  oath  were  taken,  he  would  not  be  aUowed  to  contradict  his  state- 
ment on  record,  and  if  he  repeated  the  statement  in  his  oath  with  the  qualification  of 
net-off,  the  Court  would  find  the  debt  proved,  but  would  require  him  to  prove  the 
counter-claim,  which  would  be  an  extrinsic  qualification  to  his  oath.  This  course, 
howevur,  is  not  to  be  followed  where  the  defender  on  record  pleads  compensation  with- 
uut  admitting  the  debt.     Sec  the  text. 
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on  record,  Ist,  prescription,  and  2d,  an  alternative  defence  (such 
as  compensation),  which  can  only  operate  on  the  supposition  that 
the  debt  is  resting-owing,  the  pursuer  may  not  maintain  that  this 
second  plea  involves  an  admission  of  the  debt,  and  thereby  proves 
it.  The  defender's  position  in  such  a  case  is,  Ist,  that  the  debt  is 
prescribed,  which  means  that  resting-owing  is  denied,  and  can  only 
be  proved  by  his  own  writ  or  oath ;  and  2rf,  supposing  that  he 
fails  in  that  plea  in  consequence  of  the  debt  being  held  not  pre- 
scribed, or  from  his  writ  or  oath  being  held  to  prove  resting-owing, 
— then,  and  not  till  then,  comes  in  the  alternative  defence,  "  esto 
that  resting-owing  shall  be  proved,  decree  may  not  be  given  against 
me,  because  the  debt  is  compensated,"  or  is  not  exigible  on  some 
other  ground.  The  burden  of  proving  that  defence  then  lies  upon 
him ;  and  if  he  does  not  instruct  it,  decree  will  be  given  against 
him.  In  such  a  form  of  pleading,  therefore,  if  the  case  comes  with- 
in the  statutory  rule,  the  proper  course  is  to  find  that,  in  terms  of 
the  statute,  the  debt  can  only  be  proved  by  the  defender's  writ  or 
oath  on  reference,  and  to  allow  the  pursuer  to  adduce  such  a  proof 
accordingly.  If  the  debt  is  not  proved  by  these  means,  of  course 
the  defender  gets  absolvitor.  If  it  is  proved,  his  alternative  plea 
(e.y.,  of  compensation)  will  come  to  be  considered  (e).  The  course 
adopted  in  some  cases,  of  finding  that  the  prescription  is  elided  by 
the  statements  relating  to  the  alternative  defence,  or  that  it  does 
not  apply  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  is  plainly  erroneous,  and 
has  been  reprobated  in  the  recent  and  most  authoritative  deci- 
sions (/).    It  is  also  erroneous  to  find  in  any  case  that,  as  the  con- 


(e)  Several  erroneous  decisions  on  this  head  may  be  traced  to  the  rule  which  requires 
a  defender  to  state  all  his  grounds  of  defence  at  once,  although  some  of  them  may  be 
prejudicial  to  the  others.  Were  it  not  for  this  rule,  a  party  sued  for  payment  of  a  pre- 
scribed biU  or  account  would  first  plead  a  general  denial  of  the  debt,  and  maintain  that 
the  only  competent  proof  against  him  is  his  own  writ  or  oath ;  and  afterwards,  if  it  were 
held  either  that  the  statute  on  which  he  founded  did  not  apply  to  the  case,  or  that  the 
debt  was  proved  by  his  writ  or  oath,  he  would  propone  his  other  defence,  e.^.,  of  com- 
pensation. Great  care  therefore  is  requisite,  lest  the  rule  of  practice,  which  requires  the 
▼hole  defences  to  be  pleaded  at  once,  should  deprive  the  defender  of  his  right  to  main- 
tain that  the  general  statutory  rule,  founded  on  the  nature  of  the  case  as  one  of  a  privi- 
leged class,  shell  be  applied  ante  omnta,  and  as  prejudicial  to  any  consideration  whatever 
of  the  circumstances  of  the  individual  case.  See  this  fully  considered  in  Alcock  v.  Eas- 
son,  1842,  5  D.,  866,  by  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope,  where  his  Lordship  mentions  that 
Lord  ChanceUor  Eldon  greatly  objected  to  the  rule  of  pleading  referred  to,  on  account 
of  its  tendency  to  deprive  the  defender  of  the  proper  effect  of  his  prejudicial  pleas.  See 
also  CampbeU  v.  Grierson,  1848,  10  D.,  361.  (/)  Alcock  v.  Easson,  supr(t-~ 

Campbell  v.  Grierson,  supra. 
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Btitution  of  the  debt  is  admitted  and  payment  is  not  averred,  the 
debt  is  resting-owing ;  because  the  plea  of  prescription  necessarily 
implies  a  denial  of  resting-owing  (gr). 

§  409.  When  the  admission  on  record  is  qualified,  effect  miist 
be  given  to  the  whole  of  it,  and  unless  it  proves  the  subsistence  of 
the  debt,  the  defence  of  prescription  must  be  sustained.  It  is  in- 
competent to  contradict  the  quahfication  by  eyidence  prout  dejure, 
or  to  reject  it  as  improbable,  and,  on  the  admission  being  thus 
cleared  of  the  qualification,  to  hold  that  it  proves  the  debt  (A). 

In  fine,  the  point  to  be  determined,  both  in  the  vicennial  pre- 
scriptions and  the  shorter  prescriptions  above  mentioned,  is  not 
whether  the  deed  is  genuine  or  the  debt  due,  but  whether  these 
facts  respectively  are  admitted  by  the  defender  on  record,  or  by 
writ  or  oath. 

§  410.  A  defender  allowing  decree  in  absence  to  go  against  him 
after  the  prescriptive  period  may  open  it  up  and  plead  prescription ; 
a  decree  in  absence  not  importing  the  statutory  admission  (t). 

§  411.  As  these  prescriptions  or  limitations  are  designed  for 
the  protection  of  defenders,  and  are  in  their  nature  prejudicial  to 
the  rest  of  the  case,  they  must  be  maintained  tempestive.  If  they 
are  waived,  or  are  omitted  until  an  order  for  a  proof  j^nm^  dejure 
has  been  granted  and  acquiesced  in,  or  if,  after  having  been  pleaded, 
they  have  been  abandoned,  they  may  not  be  maintained  on  the  de- 
fender finding  that  the  evidence  is  unfavourable  to  him  (k).  This 
kind  of  defence  ought  also  to  be  sustained  or  repelled  at  the  thres- 
hold of  the  case  (I) ;  and  a  proof ^ow^  dejure  before  answer  should 
never  be  allowed,  because  the  very  object  of  the  statute  and  corre- 
sponding plea  is  to  exclude  that  mode  of  investigation  as  inconclu- 
sive and  apt  to  mislead  (m). 

These  remarks  will  have  cleared  the  way  for  a  detailed  consider- 
ation of  the  limitations  or  prescriptions  referred  to. 

{ff)  Alcock  V.  Easson,  tupra. — Campbell  v.  Grierson,  wpra.  (A)  Aloock  v. 

Easson,  wpra.  (t)  Gases  noted  ir\fra,  §  458.  {k)  Eer  v.  Woods,  1882, 10 

8.,  774— M'Nanghton  v.  M'Naugbton,  1818,  Hume  D.,  896.  See  also  Manle  v.  Somen, 
1822, 1  S.,  614— Smellie  v.  Gillespie,  1888, 12  S.,  125,  as  referred  to  in  L.  Qrdlnaiy's 
Note  in  Smellie  v.  Cochrane,  1885,  18  S.,  544.  (I)  Per  L.  Justice-Clerk  in  Alcock 

V.  Easson,  supra,  1842,  5  D.,  856— Rose  v.  M*Leod,  1828,  7  S.,  140.  (m)  Alcock 

r.  Easson,  aupra. 
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CHAPTER  II. — OF  THE  VICENNIAL  PRESCRIPTION  OF  HOLOGRAPH 

WRITS. 

§  412.  The  Act  1669,  c.  9,  provides  "  that  holograph  missive 
letters  and  holograph  bonds  and  subscriptions  in  compt  books  with- 
out witnesses,  not  being  pursued  for  within  twenty  years,  shall 
prescribe  in  all  time  thereafter,  except  the  pursuer  oflFer  to  prove 
by  the  defender's  oath  the  verity  of  the  saids  holograph  bonds  and 
letters,  and  subscriptions  in  the  compt  books." 

§  413.  The  object  of  this  statute  is  to  prevent  fabricated  docu- 
ments of  obligation  from  being  received  as  holograph,  after  the 
means  of  detecting  the  fraud  have  been  destroyed  or  impaired  by 
lapse  of  time.  Nor  is  there  any  inconsistency  between  the  privilege 
and  the  prescription  applicable  to  holograph  writs ;  for,  while  the 
extreme  difficulty  of  successfully  forging  a  person's  handwriting 
throughout  a  deed  makes  it  safe  and  proper  to  dispense  with  the 
attestation  of  witnesses  to  such  writings,  yet,  {is  the  means  of  de- 
tecting and  proving  forgery  are  perishable,  the  duration  of  the  pri- 
vilege ought  to  be  limited. 

§  414.  This  Act  applies  only  to  specific  kinds  of  holograph 
writings,  namely,  "  holograph  missive  letters,  and  holograph  bonds 
and  subscriptions  in  compt  books  without  witnesses."  In  one  case 
the  following  question  arose — Lord  Breadalbane  having  a  recom- 
mendation from  the  Scotch  Privy  Council  to  the  Lords  of  the  Trea- 
sury for  payment  of  £300,  had  delivered  it  to  Sir  Patrick  Murray 
(who  was  then  Eeceiver-General),  with  a  note  appended  to  it  bear- 
ing that  the  contents  had  been  received  by  him  from  Sir  Patrick, 
who,  on  the  other  hand,  granted  his  Lordship  a  holograph  acknow- 
ledgment bearing  that  the  £300  was  stated  in  his  accounts,  and 
that  if  the  same  were  allowed  by  the  auditors,  the  money  would  be 
paid  to  his  Lordship.  The  article  was  passed  by  the  auditors,  and 
in  the  fortieth  year  thereafter,  Lord  Breadalbane's  heir  claimed  the 
amoTmt  from  the  representatives  of  Sir  Patrick.  The  defender  hav- 
ing pleaded,  inter  alia,  the  vicennial  prescription ;  to  which  the 
pursuer  answered  that  the  document  did  not  come  within  any  of 
the  classes  specified  in  the  statute ;  the  Court  first  sustained  the 
defence  on  the  statute,  but  afterwards  modified  this  view,  and 
foond  that,  in  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  no  action  lay 
for  the  sum  sued  for ;  and  the  House  of  Lords  on  appeal  affirmed. 
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the  latter  judgmeut  (a).  In  a  case  reported  by  Lord  Monboddo, 
"  the  Lords  found  that  a  holograph  paper  after  twenty  years  could 
not  prove  any  fact  tending  to  establish  an  obligation,  and  was  to 
be  considered  in  every  respect  as  good  for  nothing,  unless  supported 
as  the  law  directs"  (6)..  It  seems,  however,  that  this  decision  was 
not  meant  to  extend  the  prescription  to  other  documents  than  those 
specified  in  the  statute,  but  to  show  that  it  applied  wherever  a  do- 
cument falling  within  any  of  the  statutory  definitions  was  adduced 
after  the  twenty  years  in  evidence  of  an  obligation.* 

§  415.  The  Act  is  only  directed  against  writings  "  pursued  for" 
after  the  twenty  years.  It  does  not  affect  documents  used  to  in- 
struct a  defence,  as  payment  or  discharge.  Whether  it  applies  to 
writings  founded  on  after  the  twenty  years  to  prove  a  defence  of 
compensation,  which  partakes  of  the  nature  of  a  counter-suit,  has 
not  been  settled  (c). 

§  416.  This  prescription  is  excluded  by  an  action  raised  upon 
the  holograph  WTit  within  the  twenty  years  (d),  although  the  docu- 
ment was  not  produced  in  Court  during  the  process  (e).  But  the 
running  of  a  counter-claim  on  the  debt  contained  in  the  writing 
will  not  prevent  the  statute  from  operating  upon  it  (/),  although 
pleading  compensation  upon  the  debt  within  the  twenty  years  will 

(a)  Campbell  v.  Halkett,  1747,  M.,  11,634,  Elch.,  "  Prescription,"  No.  29,  S.C.;  affd. 

Cr.  and  St.,  427.  (b)  Bank  of  Scotland  v. ,  1747,  5  B.  Snp.,  748.    The 

remainder  of  the  report  bears,  "  This  case  was  put, — Suppose  a  holograph  letter  or  de- 
claration twenty  years  old  produced  to  instruct  that  an  assignation  was  in  trust;  it 
would  signify  nothing  though  the  obligation  would  not  arise  in  such  a  case  from  the 
paper,  but  from  the  trust  of  which  the  paper  was  only  a  proof." 

(c)  The  quinquennial  and  triennial  prescriptions  apply  to  defences  of  compensation, 
as  well  as  to  actions  on  the  obligation.     See  ir^fra.  {d)  Act  tupra^  I  412. 

(<)  Simpson  v.  Brown,  1791,  Bell's  Octavo  Ca.,  888.  (/)  Walkinshaw  v. 

Knapperny,  1737,  Elch.,  "  Prescription,"  No.  16. 


*  The  Act  seems  to  apply  to  all  holograph  writings  on  which  an  obligation  can  be 
founded.  A  pursuer  raised  an  action  against  the  heir  of  his  deceased  brother,  conclude 
ing  aJtemativcly  for  constitution  of  a  sum  of  money  advanced  to  the  deceased  brother, 
as  a  debt  against  his  heir,  or  for  conveyance  of  certain  heritable  subjocts.  As  to  tliese 
heritable  subjects,  he  averred  that  there  had  been  a  joint  purchase  by  himself  and  his 
brother,  that  his  brother  had  agreed  to  convey  his  share  to  the  pursuer  on  payment  of 
a  sum  of  money,  and  that  the  pursuer  had  paid  the  sum  concluded  for.  The  pursuer 
founded  on  letters  which  he  said  were  holograph  of  his  brother ;  and  in  one  of  which 
receipt  of  a  large  part  of  the  sum  concluded  for  was  admitted,  but  the  date  of  the  la&t 
of  the  letters  was  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the  date  of  the  action.  In  these 
circumstances  the  plea  of  vicennial  prescription  was  sustained ;  and  the  Court  found 
that  the  letters  could  not  be  founded  on  ''  unless  the  pursuer  offered  to  prove  the  verity 
thereof  by  the  defender's  oath  ";  Mowat  v.  Banks,  1866,  18  D.,  1093. 
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do  60  (g).  The  effect  of  the  document  is  preserved  by  raising  dili- 
gence, as  well  as  by  suing,  upon  it ;  but  merely  registering  it  with 
a  view  to  charge  the  debtor  will  not  suffice  (A).  Nor  is  a  suspen- 
sion of  a  threatened  charge  upon  the  writ  sufficient,  being  an  act  of 
the  alleged  debtor  in  anticipation  of  diligence  which  he  meant  to 
resist  (t). 

5  417.  Professor  More  (k)  observes,  that  it  "  is  generally  agreed 
that,  to  keep  alive  a  holograph  bond  or  other  deed,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  any  action  or  diligence  should  be  raised  upon  it  within 
the  twenty  years,  provided  it  has  all  along  been  acted  upon  and 
recognised  as  a  binding  obligation,  by  the  payment  of  interest  or 
otherwise.  It  is  held  to  be  *  pursued  for'  within  the  statutory  period 
by  such  acts  recognising  its  validity,  and  the  statute  seems  to  con- 
template cases  where  nothing  has  taken  place  or  been  done  under 
the  document  for  twenty  years."  But  this  view,  however  just  and 
equitable,  seems  hardly  to  be  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the 
statute  (Z). 

§  418.  The  effect  of  action  or  diligence  on  the  document  is  to 
exclude  the  operation  of  the  statute,  and  to  keep  the  writ  in  force 
until  it  be  extinguished  by  the  long  negative  prescription,  or  be 
discharged  (w).  Mr  More  considers  that  payment  of  interest  upon 
the  writ  should  have  the  same  effect  (n). 

§  419.  The  twenty  years  commence  at  the  date  of  the  docu- 
ment, although  the  obligation  under  it  be  future  or  contingent  (o). 
They  do  not  run  against  minors  during  their  minority  (jp), 

§  420.  The  statute  does  not  extinguish  the  debt  or  obligation, 
but  only  the  holograph  writ  as  proof  of  it ;  and  if  the  creditor  prove 
the  "  verity  " — ^that  is,  the  holograph  quality  of  the  "  bond  and 
letter'* — ^by  the  debtor's  oath  on  reference,  its  full  effect  will  be 
restored  (r).  It  is  not  enough  merely  to  prove  that  the  subscrip- 
tion is  genuine ;  for  that  would  only  put  the  writ  into  the  position  of 


Gr)  /fi/ra,  §  435.  (h)  Wright  v.  Wright,  1717,  M.,  11,268. 

(t)  Wright  V.  Wright,  gupra.  (k)  More,  271.  (Q  It  ceri»inly 

Beetns  absurd  that  a  payment  under  compulsion,  or  a  decree  in  absence,  should  exclude 
the  prescription ;  while  a  voluntary  payment,  which  is  the  strongest  recognition  of  the 
authenticity  of  an  obligatory  document,  should  not  have  that  effect.  In  this  view  of 
the  law,  not  only  would  a  document  on  which  interest  had  been  paid  for  nineteen  years 
prescribe  in  the  twentieth,  but  payment  of  interest  continued  after  the  twenty  years 
have  run  would  not  bar  prescription.  Perhaps  the  writs  in  such  cases  may  be  sustained 
on  the  ground  of  ret  interventus  or  homologation,  or  of  personal  exception  against  the 
df^fender  pleading  the  statutory  rule.  (m)  Act  cited  nipra,  ?  412.  ^ 

(a)  More,  271.  (o)  Act  quoted  supra,  §  412--H(>me  v.  Donaldson,  1778,  ^ 

M.,  10,992— More,  271.  {p)  Act  quoted  §  412.  (r)  lb. 
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one  signed  but  improbative  («).  The  "  subscriptions"  in  the  coimt 
books,  however,  are  effectual  if  their  genuineness  is  proved  by  the 
party's  oath  on  reference  (t). 

No  case  seems  to  have  arisen  as  to  the  effect  of  the  defender 
having  admitted  by  writ  that  the  document  is  genuine. 

§  421.  Where  the  original  obligant  has  died,  reference  may  be 
made  to  the  oath  of  his  heir,  who  may  have  complete  personal 
knowledge  of  the  fact  in  issue  (u).^  But  it  is  not  enough  for  the 
creditor  to  prove  in  this  way  the  heir's  opinion  or  inference  from 
comparatio  literarum  or  other  circumstances,  that  the  document  is 
genuine ;  for  the  statute  contemplates  the  party's  oath  of  know- 
ledge, not  of  mere  credulity  (v).  Yet,  where  the  heir  deponed 
that,  looking  to  the  circumstances,  "he  could  not  have  a  doubt 
upon  the  point,"  although  he  could  not  swear  positively  to  the 
fact,  the  Court  held  the  statutory  proof  to  be  complete,  one  judge 
remarking, — "  Shall  we  not  believe  what  the  heir  himself  be- 
lieves ?"(«;) 

§  422.  As  the  statute  is  not  founded  on  a  presumption  of  pay- 
ment, the  creditor  does  not  require  to  refer  to  his  debtor's  oath 
whether  the  debt  is  resting-owing  (x)  ;  and  any  statement  on  that 
point  is  extrinsic  to  the  reference  (y), 

§  423.  It  is  not  pars  judicw  to  enforce  this  statute.  The  pre- 
scription is  a  privilege  of  the  defender,  and  must  be  pleaded ;  and, 
therefore,  if  he  joins  issue  on  a  -proof  prout  dejure,  he  will  be  bound 
by  the  result  (z). 

(«)  E.  Leven  v,  Arnot,  1715,  M.,  10,991— Dalsdel  v,  L.  Lindores,  1784,  M.,  10,994— 
Graham  v.  Cochrane,  1726,  M.,  10,992— Ivory's  Ersk.,  p.  771,  note— 1  Bell's  Com., 
880,  correcting  Ersk.,  8,  7,  26.  {t)  Act  quoted  tupny,  I  412. 

(u)  Dalziel  v.  L.  Lindores,  1784,  M.,  10,994,  Hailes,  984,  S.C. — Graham  v.  Cochrane, 
1726,  M.,  10,992— Brown  v,  Crawford,  1741,  M.,  9417— Omfra  Mackenzie's  Obeerv., 
"Works,  vol.  i,  p.  442.*  (v)  Brown  v.  Crawford,  supra  (Kilkerran's  Bep.),  M., 

9418.  (tc)  Dalziel  v.  L.  Lindores,  as  reported  bj  Hailes,  mtpra.    See  also 

Graham  v.  Cochrane,  mpra,  (z)  Muir  v,  Cunningham,  1695,  4  B.  Sup.,  269 

— E.  Leven  v.  Arnot,  1715,  M.,  10,991.  (y)  Ersk.,  4,  2,  11— Einloch  v.  L. 

Conservator,  1625,  M.,  18,281— Grant  «.  Anderson,  1705,  M.,  18,286.  (z)  Wyso 

».  Wyse,  1847,  9  D.,  1405— 5'ttpra,  §  411. 


>  Mowat  V,  Banks,  1866, 18  D.,  1098,  mpra,  }  414,  note  '. 
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CHAPTEB  III. — OF  THE  SEXENNIAL  PRESCRIPTION  OF  BILLS  AND 

PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

§  424.  The  prescription  of  bills  and  promissory  notes  was  intro- 
duced by  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  which  enacts: — "Whereas  the  not 
limiting  bills  and  promissory  notes  to  a  moderate  endurance  in  that 
part  of  Great  Britain  called  Scotland  has  been  found  by  experience 
to  be  attended  with  great  inconveniences,  for  remedy  whereof  be  it 
enacted,  by  the  authority  foresaid,  that  no  bill  of  exchange  or  in- 
land bill  or  promissory  note  executed  after  the  15th  day  of  May 
1772  shall  be  of  force  or  effectual  to  produce  any  diligence  or  action 
in  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  Scotland,  unless  such  diligence 
shall  be  raised  and  executed,  or  action  commenced  thereon,  within 
the  space  of  six  years  from  and  after  the  terms  at  which  the  sums 
in  the  said  bills  or  notes  became  payable"  (a). 

"  Provided  always,  that  no  notes  commonly  called  bank  notes  or 
poet  bills,  issued  or  to  be  issued  by  any  bank  or  banking  company, 
and  which  contain  an  obligation  of  payment  to  the  bearer,  and  are 
circnlated  as  money,  shall  be  comprehended  under  the  aforesaid 
limitation  or  prescription ;  and  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  and 
competent,  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  six  years, 
in  either  of  the  cases  before  mentioned  (6),  to  prove  the  debts  con- 
tained in  the  said  bills  and  promissory  notes,  and  that  the  same  are 
resting  and  owing,  by  the  oaths  or  writs  of  the  debtor"  (c). 

"  And  it  is  hereby  enacted  and  declared,  that  the  years  of  the 
minority  of  the  creditors  in  such  notes  or  bills  shall  not  be  computed 
in  the  said  six  years"  (d). 

These  enactments,  which  at  first  were  only  temporary,  were 
made  perpetual  by  the  33  Geo.  Ill,  c.  18,  §  35. 

I.  Scope  and  effect  of  this  prescription. 

S  425.  Under  the  enactments  thus  quoted,  a  bill  or  promissory 
ifcote  loses  its  force  and  effect  as  a  probative  document  of  debt,  if  ac- 
tion or  diligence  is  not  raised  upon  it  within  the  statutory  period ; 
hut  the  creditor  will  nevertheless  succeed  in  his  claim,  provided  he 
ptOYe  the  debt  contained  in  the  bill  or  note,  and  the  subsistence  of 

(«)  I  87.  (5)  These  referred  to  {  87  quoted  above,  and  2  88  as  to  bills 

^Bted  before  the  Act  came  into  operation.  (e)  {  89.  \d)  I  40. 
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that  debt,  by  the  writ  or  oath  of  the  alleged  debtor.  "  During  the 
six  years  the  bill  i)rove8  itself ;  and  the  burden  of  disproving  value 
or  proving  payment  lies  on  the  debtor,  and  is,  of  course,  limits  to 
the  writ  or  oath  of  the  holder.  After  the  lapse  of  six  years  the 
burden  of  proving  the  *  debt  contained  in  the  bill,'  and  *  that  it  is 
resting-owing,'  is  laid  upon  the  holder  of  the  bill ;  and  that,  txx),  is 
limited  to  the  writ  or  oath  of  his  adversary  "  (e). 

§  426.  Accordingly,  a  prescribed  bill  is  not  only  ineffectual  ag 
a  sole  ground  of  action,  and  incompetent  as  the  foundation  of  sum- 
mary diligence  (/) ;  but  it  cannot  be  used  for  any  purpose  whick 
involves  its  subsistence  as  an  obligatory  document.  A  prescribed 
bill  was  therefore  held  not  to  be  a  sufficient  voucher  of  a  claim  in  a 
sequestration,  so  as  to  entitle  the  claimant  to  vote  at  the  election 
of  the  trustee  ;  and  the  circumstance  that  the  claimant,  as  founding 
on  the  debt  in  the  bill,  had  been  the  concurring  creditor  in  the 
petition  for  sequestration,  was  held  not  to  obviate  the  prescription 
which  the  other  creditors  were  entitled  to  plead  (g).^  It  has  some- 
times been  thought  that  after  the  six  years  action  could  only  be 
raised  for  the  debt,  and  that  a  summons  laid  upon  the  bill  was  in- 
com^petent  (h).  But  the  recent  practice  admits  summonses  so  li- 
belled ;  because  the  statute  allows  the  "  debt  contained  in  the  biU'*' 
to  be  proved  in  a  certain  way,  and  therefore  in  suing  for  the  debt 
the  bill  may  be  libelled  on  descriptione  (i). 

§  427.  The  statute,  how^ever,  only  applies  to  actions  laid  upon 
bills  as  subsisting  documents  of  debt.  A  claim  of  relief  or  recourse 
for  the  amount,  on  the  ground  that  the  pursuer  retired  the  bOl  on 
behalf  of  the  defender,  does  not  come  vrithin  the  statutory  rule;  for 
it  proceeds  on  the  averment  that  the  bill  is  extinguished,  and  there- 
fore a  reference  to  the  debtor's  oath  as  to  its  subsistence  would  be 
inept.  This  principle  was  applied  to  a  claim  by  the  acceptor  of  a 
bill  against  the  drawer,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  accepted  and 


(e)  Per  Lord  Fullerton  in  Damley  v.  Kirkwood,  1846,  7  D.,  600.  (/)  Scott 

V.  Brown,  1828,  7  S.,  192.  Here  an  adjudication  on  a  prescribed  bill  was  held  inept 
See  this  case  iitfra,  J  430  (2).  So  in  Armstrong  v.  Johnstone,  1804,  M.,  11,140,  dili- 
gence by  arrestment  on  a  prescribed  bill  was  held  to  be  inept,  and  its  nullity  not  to 
have  been  removed  by  the  subsequent  oath  of  the  debtor  admitting  the  debt. 

{ff)  Lockhart  v.  Mitchell,  1849,  11  D.,  1841.  See  also  Wink  v.  Mortimer,  1849,  11 
D.,  995.1  (A)  Stirling  0.  Lang,  1880,  8  S.,  688— Bell's  Pr.,  §  696. 

(i)  Christie  v.  Henderson,  1883,  11  S.,  744 — Napier  on  Prescriptions,  829 — Shand's 
Prac.,  213.     See  also  Bellas  Pr.,  supra. 


i  Nisbet  and  Romanes  v.  Nicoll,  1866,  18  D.,  1042. 


§  429.  SEXENNIAL  PRESCRIPTION.  303 

paid  the  bill  on  the  drawer's  behalf  (A).  And  where  a  bill  had  been 
accepted  by  two  parties  in  consideration  of  value  to  one  of  them, 
the  sexennial  prescription  was  held  not  to  apply  in  an  action  of  re- 
lief against  him  by  the  other  acceptor,  who  had  been  obliged  to  re- 
tire it  (I).  The  same  principle  will  apply  to  a  claim  by  the  agent 
oi  a  party  to  a  bill  (not  being  himself  an  obhgant  in  it)  for  repay- 
ment of  the  anaonnt,  as  having  been  advanced  by  him  on  behalf  of 
his  congtitnent  (m).  But  where  the  drawer  of  a  bill,  being  the  ac- 
ceptor's law  agent,  had  discounted  it  with  a  bank,  and  retired  it 
when  d^e,  taking  a  special  receipt  to  that  effect  from  the  bank ;  in 
an  action  at  the  instance  of  his  representatives  against  the  acceptor 
after  the  lapse  of  six  years,  on  the  groimd  that  he  had  paid  the  bill 
on  the  acceptor's  behalf,  the  statutory  rule  was  applied  (n).  Here, 
it  will  be  observed,  the  action  was  at  the  instance  of  the  proper 
creditor  in  the  biU  against  the  proper  debtor,  which  position  of  the 
pursuer  could  not  have  been  affected  by  the  collateral  transaction 
with  the  bank ;  and  as  the  statute  would  have  applied  in  an  action 
by  the  bank  against  the  acceptor,  it  must  have  been  equally  appli- 
cable to  an  action  against  him  by  the  drawer,  who  had  come  into 
the  shoes  of  the  bank. 

§  428.  The  statute  does  not  affect  a  bill  when  founded  on  to 
instruct  a  defence  (o),  e.gr.,  where  one  being  sued  to  account  for  his 
intromissions  takes  credit  for  payments  of  bills  granted  by  the  pur- 
suer either  to  himself  (jp)  or  to  third  parties  (r).  It  has  not  been 
settled  whether  a  bill  founded  on  to  instruct  a  plea  of  compensation 
comes  under  the  statutory  rule  («).  It  will  probably  be  held  to  do 
so ;  because  the  equitable  rule  which  allows  a  party  to  plead  his 
counter  claim  without  a  separate  action  of  constitution,  should  not 
exclude  the  other  party  from  any  pertinent  plea  either  as  to  the 
existence  or  the  proof  of  the  counter  claim.* 

§  429.  If,  however,  a  bill  has  been  granted  by  way  of  constitu- 
tion or  collateral  security  for  an  obligation  existing  independently 
of  it,  the  creditor  suing  for  implement  of  that  obligation  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  circumstance  that  the  bill  has  been  prescribed ;  and 

(Jt)  Ralflton  V.  Lwnont,  1792,  M.,  1688;  11,130,  S.  C.  (l)  JoUy  v.  M'NeiU, 

lfi29,  7  8m  666.  (m)  See  Hall  v.  Amot,  1887,  16  S.,  268.  (n)  Buchanan 

V.  Macdonald,  1840,  2  D.,  1444.  The  diBtinction  between  this  case  and  Balston  v, 
Lamont,  avpra^  is  narrow.  (o)  Act  quoted  «i(pra,  §  424.  (p)  Thomson 

9.  Balraird,  1884,  13  S.,  212.  (r)  HaU  v,  Arnot,  1887,  16  S.,  268. 

(<)  The  triennial  and  quinquennial  prescriptions  apply  to  debts  pleaded  in  compen- 
sation.   See  mjra. 


*  This  seems  assumed  in  the  case  of  Bow  v.  Robertson,  1866,  17  D.,  1144. 
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therefore  he  is  not  shut  up  to  proving  his  claim  by  his  debtoi^s  writ 
or  oath  (<).' 

§  430.     The  statutory  limitation  does  not  apply  if  diligence  has 
been  raised  or  executed,  or  action  commenced,  on  the  bill  within 
the  six  years  (u).     It  was  therefore  held  to  be  barred  by  a  charge 
of  homing  (x),  or  a  horning  and  caption  (y)  on  the  bill ;  but  not  by 
merely  protesting  it  and  registering  the  protest  (z),  or  by  a  general 
charge  upon  it  to  enter  heir  to  the  original  debtor  (a).    It  is  doubt- 
ful whether  the  limitation  is  excluded  by  a  meditatione  Jugae  war- 
rant ;  which  is  a  preliminary  step  to  enable  one  to  use  diUgence 
effectually,  rather  than  actual  diligence  (6).     An  informal  (c)  or 
incompetent  (d)  action,  or  one  before  an  incompetent  court  (e),  or 
against  a  wrong  party  (/),  raised  during  the  six  years,  will  not 
keep  a  bill  in  force.     Nor  will  an  action  in  which  the  defender  was 
unable  to  appear  from  its  having  been  raised  in  a  foreign  country  at 
war  with  his  own  (gr).     But  the  circumstance  of  the  defender  hav- 
ing been  an  outlaw  when  the  action  was  raised,  will  not  prevent  it 
from  excluding  prescription  (A).     An  action  which  has  been  al- 
lowed to  fall  asleep  will  exclude  ({)  ;  but  it  is  more  than  doubtful 
whether  one  which  has  been  abandoned  will  do  so  (k).    An  action 
in  which  the  defender  was  assoilzied  does  not  interrupt  the  long 
prescription  (I),     In  a  case  of  quinquennial  prescription  it  was  held 
to  be  no  bar  that  the  landlord  had  executed  a  sequestration  in  secu- 
rity of  rent  not  yet  due,  and  had  allowed  the  tenant  to  seU  the  se- 
questrated effects ;  such  sequestration  being  by  way  of  security  for 
the  debt,  and  not  diligence  for  payment  of  it  (m). 

{t)  Hunter  v,  Thomson,  1848,  6  D.,  1286— Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1828,  2  S.,  600— 
GampbeU  v,  GampbeU,  1797,  M.,  1648.  (ti)  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  {  87,  nq>ra,  |  424 

—Roy  V.  GampbeU,  1860, 12  D.,  1028.  (x)  Henderson  o.  Stewart,  1880,  9  8., 

180 — ^Main  v,  Wilson,  1889,  1  D.,  722  (here  there  was  also  a  poinding) — ^Fraaer  v. 
Urqnhart,  1881,  9  S.,  728.  (y)  Thomson  v,  Easton,  1881,  9  S.,  769. 

{x)  Scott  V.  Brown,  1828,  7  S.,  192— Douglas,  Heron,  &  Go.  v.  RichatdBon,  1784, 
M.,  11,127 — Armstrong  v.  Johnstone,  1804,  M.,  11,140.  (a)  Thomson  «.  £.  Lin- 

lithgow, 1708,  M.,  4604.  (6)  See  Boag  v.  Fisher,  1849, 11  D.,  862. 

(e)  Gordon  v.  Bogle,  28d  Jnne  1784,  F.  G.,  and  M.,  11,127— Baillie  o.  Doig,  2d 
March  1790,  F.  G.  {d)  Gochrane  v.  Prentice,  1841,  4  D.,  76.  («)  McLaren 

V.  Bnik,  1829,  7  S.,  488— More,  269— Ow^ra,  Scott  t».  Bryden,  1706,  M.,  11,268. 

(/)  Reid  r.  Ker,  1789,  Kilk.,  414.  {ff)  Don  v.  Lipmann,  1887,  2  Sh.  and 

M'L.,  682.    The  defender  had  not  had  intimation  of  the  action.  (A)  Brodie  «. 

Sheddan,  20th  February  1821,  F.  G.  (•)  Donovan  v,  Gaims,  1846,  7  D.,  878. 

(*)  lb.  (0  Montgomery  v.  Fowles,  1761,  BeU's  Folio  Ga.,  208. 

(m)  Gochrane  v.  Ferguson,  1880,  8  S.,  824.  The  petition  for  sequestration  in  this 
case  contained  a  prayer  for  decree  of  payment  of  the  rent  when  exigible. 


«  Blake  t>.  Turner,  1860,  28  D.,  16. 
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§  431.  Equivalent  to  action  or  diligence  is  claiming  upon  the 
bill  in  a  sequestration  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  (n),*  or  in  a  ranking 
and  sale,  or  other  process  of  competition  (o).  But  it  was  held  that 
a  bill  is  not  kept  in  force  by  having  been  produc.ed  under  a  dili- 
gence against  havers,  in  a  process  raised  by  the  debtor's  tutors  for 
obtaining  authority  to  sell  his  estate  in  order  to  pay  off  debt ;  the 
object  of  such  a  process  not  being  to  distribute  the  debtor's  funds, 
but  to  satisfy  the  Court  as  to  the  expediency  of  a  sale  (p), 

§  432.  The  question  has  also  been  raised  more  than  once 
whether  extrajudicial  proceedings,  adopted  by  creditors  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  good  their  debts,  can  have  the  same  effect  ^s  pro- 
cesses of  competition,  in  preventing  their  claims  from  prescribing. 
In  the  first  case  on  this  point  the  Court  found  that  it  was  not  re- 
levant to  interrupt  the  sexennial  prescription  that  the  creditor  had 
emitted  an  aflSdavit  to  the  verity  of  his  debt  under  a  composition 
contract  (r).  The  same  point  arose  soon  afterwards  in  regard  to 
the  triennial  prescription ;  where  a  party  having  died  insolvent,  a 
meeting  of  his  creditors  was  held,  w^hich  was  also  attended  by  the 
factor  loco  tutoria  for  his  children.  It  was  there  agreed  that  all  the 
creditors  should  assign  their  debts  to  a  trustee,  who  should  take  a 
general  decree  of  constitution  against  the  debtor's  representatives. 
The  claims  of  some  of  the  creditors  were  prescribed  at  the  date  of 
the  meeting,  but  as  to  others  the  statutory  period  expired  in  the 
interval  between  the  meeting  and  the  action  of  constitution.     The 


(n)  By  2  and  8  Vict.,  c.  41,  J  26,  "  the  presenting  of  or  concurring  in  a  petition  for 
sequestration,  or  the  lodging  a  claim  in  terms  of  this  Act  in  the  hands  of  the  interim- 
factor,  sheriff-clerk  acting  as  factor  or  trustee,  or  the  sheriff  officiating  as  preses  at  any 
meeting  of  creditors,  shall  interrupt  prescription  of  the  creditor's  debt  so  petitioning, 
concurring,  or  claiming,  and  in  regard  to  such  debt  bar  the  effect  of  any  statute  of 
limitations  in  England  or  Ireland,  or  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  and  although  the  se- 
questration shaU  be  recalled,  such  interruption  or  bar  shaU  notwithstanding  be  effec- 
tual." Mr  BeU  (8  Com.,  144)  observes,  that  as  to  the  Englisth  statute  of  limitations, 
this  only  bars  proceedings  in  Scotland.  There  was  a  similar  but  not  so  comprehensive 
provision  in  the  former  Sequestration  Act,  64  Geo.  Ill,  c.  187,  §  52.  See  Crawford  v. 
Haig,  1827,  5  S.,  705.  The  question  has  been  raised,  but  not  decided,  whether  lodging 
a  claim  under  which  the  claimant  did  not  wish  to  recover  anything,  would  prevent  pre- 
•ciiption.  The  creditor  had  a  lien  over  the  debtor*s  title-deeds,  which  enabled  him  to 
recover  from  other  parties  ;  Dalgleish  v.  Christie,  1838,  11  S.,  821.  (o)  Douglas, 

Heron,  &  Co.  v.  Richardson,  1784,  M.,  11,127— Nat.  Bank  u.  Hope,  1887,  16  S.,  177— 
Lindsay  v.  E.  Buchan,  17th  February  1864,  16  D.,  600.  (/?)  Ferrier  v.  E.  Errol, 

9th  July  1811,  F.  C.  (r)  Watson  v.  Auchincloss,  1822,  1  S.,  871  (new  ed.). 


*  The  corresponding  section  in  the  Act  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  79,  is  the  109th.    The 
provision  is  the  same  as  in  the  Act  2  and  8  Vict. 

VOL.  I.  U 
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Gourt  held  that  while  the  fonner  had  prescribed,  the  latter  had 
not.    This  decision  did  not  proceed  on  the  ground  of  personal  ex- 
ception against  the  representatives  or  against  those  creditors  who 
by  attendance  at  the  meetings  had  concurred  in  the  common  super* 
sedere  of  diligence ;  but  it  struck  at  the  absent  as  well  as  the  pre- 
sent  creditors,  and  gave  to  the  extrajudicial  proceedings,  which  had 
been  adopted  in  lieu  of  action  or  diligence,  the  same  effect  as  would 
have  flowed  from  formal  process  (a).    Again,  where  the  holder  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  which  wtts  not  prescribed  acceded  to  a  trust-deed 
for  behoof  of  creditors,  which  with  the  deed  of  accession  and  subse- 
quent infeftment  narrated  the  debt;  and  where  the  debt  was  recog- 
nised in  the  minutes  of  the  creditors,  in  the  correspondence  of  the 
trustee,  and  in  a  deed  of  re-conveyance  to  the  truster's  heir ;  in  an 
action  at  the  instance  of  the  creditor  against  the  debtor's  heir,  it 
was  held  that  the  latter  could  not  plead  the  sexennial  prescrip- 
tion (t).    The  decision  seems  to  have  gone  on  the  broad  principle 
that  a  creditor  who  accedes  to  a  trust-deed  for  behoof  of  creditors, 
takes  a  step  equivalent  to  raising  action  on  his  claim  (u).    It  could 
not  have  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  debt  had  been  admitted 
by  the  other  creditors  within  the  six  years ;  as  that  would  not  have 
excluded  the  statutory  rule.    Nor  do  the  Court  seem  to  have  treated 
the  deed  of  re-conveyance  (which  was  dated  after  the  prescriptive 
period)  as  a  writ  of  the  debtor  admitting  the  debt.     In  another 
case  a  party  had  executed  a  trust-deed  for  behoof  of  his  creditors, 
one  of  whom,  holding  an  unprescribed  bill  granted  by  the  debtor, 
intimated  to  the  law  agents  of  the  trustees  that  he  believed  he  had 
a  claim  on  the  estate,  and  asked  what  composition  it  was  to  yield ; 
whereupon  the  agents  replied  that  if  he  would  transmit  his  claim 
they  would  communicate  it  to  the  trustees  and  let  him  know  their 
answer.     He  did  so,  but  took  no  farther  steps  till  nine  years  after- 
wards.    Having  then  revived  his  claim,  the  Court  held  that  it  had 
incurred  prescription  (w). 

§  433.  There  is  evidently  a  conflict  in  these  decisions.  The 
result  of  them  seems  to  be,  that  a  bill  or  account  (for  the  same  prin- 
ciple applies  to  both)  will  not  incur  prescription  where  the  creditor 
has  claimed  upon  it  in  an  extrajudicial  competition  of  creditors ; 
such  claim  coming  within  the  spirit  of  the  statutory  provision  re- 

(<)  Stuart  V.  Douglas,  1828,  2  S.,  200  (new  ed.).  {t)  Ettles  v.  Robert«on, 

1888, 11  S.,  897.  (u)  In  support  of  this  view  see  also  Watson  v.  Hunter,  1841. 

«  D.,  688,  per  Lord  (Ordinary)  Cockbum.  («)  Ewing  v,  Cuming,  1886,  14 

S.,  1. 
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garding  pursuit  or  diligence  at  his  instance;  but  that  an  unfulfilled 
intention  to  make  and  insist  in  such  a  claim  will  not  suffice  (x).^ 

§  434.  Entering  into  a  special  submission  for  deciding  on  a 
claiin  saves  it  from  prescription  (y).  But  a  general  submission  of 
all  questions  between  the  parties  has  been  held  not  to  have  this 
effect  (2).  It  does  not  appear  from  the  report  of  the  latter  case 
whether  the  prescribed  debt  had  been  claimed  upon  during  the  pre- 
scriptive period.  There  seems  to  be  no  ground  for  distinguishing 
between  such  a  claim  in  a  general  submission  and  a  special  submis- 
sion as  to  the  individual  claim. 

§  435.  It  has  been  held,  as  to  the  quinquennial  and  triennial 
piescriptions,  that  founding  judicially  upon  the  debt  as  a  defence  on 
tiie  ground  of  compensation  or  retention  saves  it  from  prescrib- 
ing (a);  whereas  this  does  not  arise  from  the  mere  concourse  of 


(z)  With  the  cases  in  the  preceding  notes  compare  J  451,  and  relative  cases, 
(y)  Vans  v,  Murray,  14th  June  1816,  F.  C— H.  M.  Advocate  v.  Hay,  1782,  2  Pat. 
App.  Ca.  272.  (2)  Garden  v.  Rigg,  1748,  Kilk.,  "  Prescription,"  No.  11. 

(a)  McDonald  v.  Jaclmon,  1826,  6  S.,  28— Sloan  v,  Birtwistle,  1827,  6  S.,  742. 


'  The  ground  of  judgment  particularly  indicated  hy  the  Lord  Ordinary  Ck)rehouse,  in 
the  cue  of  Ettles,  was  that  prescription  could  not  run  against  the  bill  while  the  holder 
of  it  was,  by  accession  to  the  trust,  precluded  from  doing  diligence  on  it.  In  the  case  of 
Blair  9.  Horn,  1868,  21  D.,  45,  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  said,  that  in  the  caae  of 
Cttles  the  Court  in  e£fect  held  "  that  the  trust  and  accession  amounted  to  a  reconstltu- 
tkm  of  the  debt ;"  and  Lord  Wood,  in  the  same  case,  expressed  an  opinion,  that  where 
ft  deed  or  other  writing,  within  the  years  of  prescription,  is  relied  on  as  a  reconstitution 
d  a  debt  originally  contained  in  a  bill,  the  deed  or  writing  should  be  libelled  as  the 
gnnnd  of  action.  In  Blair  v.  Horn,  the  debtor,  in  1840,  had  granted  a  trust-deed 
oonTeying  to  trustees  certain  heritable  property,  on  the  narrative  that  his  creditors,  and 
•Dong  them  the  Bank  of  Scotland  (of  which  Blair  was  manager),  had  agreed  to  delay 
CBfiircing  their  claims,  and  to  take  payment  by  instalments  at  twelve  and  twenty-four 
laonths,  and  that,  if  he  failed  to  pay  the  instalments,  the  trustees  should  have  power  to 
mH  the  subjects  and  pay  the  debts.  The  debts  not  having  been  paid,  Blair,  in  1866, 
ttted  an  action  against  the  trustees  for  the  balance  on  four  bills  due  in  1889  and  1840. 
Ia  these  circumstances  the  plea  of  prescription  was  sustained,  it  being  held  that  the 
tmt-deed  precluded  the  creditor  from  doing  diligence  for  twenty-four  months  only, 
Qee  which  time  much  more  than  six  years  had  elapsed.  In  the  case  of  Ettles,  the 
noont  of  the  debt  was  mentioned  in  the  trust-deed ;  but  not  in  the  case  of  Blair. 
Tke  law  seems  to  be,  that  the  plea  of  prescription  will  be  overcome — (1)  by  such 
ineeedingB  on  the  biU  within  the  period  of  prescription  as  amount  to  action  or  dili- 
pacd:  (2)  by  writ  after  the  lapse  of  the  period  of  prescription ;  (8)  by  such  reconstitu- 
te of  the  debt  as  will  enable  the  creditor  to  dispense  with  the  bill ;  and,  perhaps,  (4) 
hfsaeh  a  transaction  as  may  be  held  to  imply  an  agreement  that  action  or  diligence 
i^sM  not  be  necessary  in  order  to  keep  up  the  debt. 
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debit  and  credit  in  compensation  (6),  or  from  retention  (c),  without 
these  being  pleaded  judicially.  The  same  rules  apply  to  the  sexen- 
nial preecription," 

5  436.  A  judicial  claim  is  required  for  preventing  the  statute 
from  appljing,  altliough  the  debtor  has  been  under  sentence  of  for- 
feiture (rf)  or  outlawry  during  the  whole  of  the  six  years  (c). 

§  437.  In  order  to  bar  prescription,  the  action  or  diligence 
must  be  at  the  instance  of  the  creditor  or  holder  of  the  bill.  Sus- 
pension by  the  debtor  of  a  threatened  charge  on  it  has  not  this 
effect  (/) ;  nor  has  action  and  decree  raised  by  the  debtor  in  the 
bill  against  one  bound  to  relieve  him,  that  being  res  inter  alios  acta 
as  regards  the  creditor  {g).  But  diligence  by  one  who  is  the  holder 
of  the  hill  at  the  time  prevents  prescription  from  running  against 
a  subsei|uent  indorsee,  although  the  indorsation  is  blank,  and  the 
diligence  was  not  specially  assigned  (A). 

§  438.  Action  or  diligence  against  one  obligant  bars  prescrip- 
tion from  running  in  favour  of  any  other  (i).  Action  raised  against 
the  accejitor  prevents  prescription  from  being  pleadable  by  the 
drawer  {j). 

§  439.  When  prescription  has  been  excluded  by  action  or  dili- 
gence within  the  statutory  period,  the  creditor's  right  is  preserved 
entire,  to  be  followed  forth  either  by  that  or  by  any  other  appro- 
priate procedure  {k).  Nor  does  a  bill  on  which  action  or  diligence 
has  timeously  followed  again  become  subject  to  the  operation  of 
tlie  statute  at  the  expiry  of  six  years  from  the  date  of  the  measure. 

(i)  Galloway  v.  Gailoway.  1799,  M..  11.122— Dicison  v.  M'Auloy,  1G81,  M.,  11,090 
—Murray  v.  Thomson,  1005,  M..  11.214-MMWfll  v.  HerrieB,  1712,  M.,  11,218.  TUis 
holds  also  in  Uio  vicennial  proBcripticm ;  Walkinshaw  «.  Knnppemy,  1737,  Elch.,  "  Pre- 
Bcription,"  Ko.  15.  (c)  Mason  v.  E.  Aberdeen,  1709,  M.,  11,094— M'Adom  v. 

Fogo.  1780,  M..  ca&3,  Hailcs.  876,  S.  C— Conpor  v.  Ogilvy,  1753,  M.,  11,107.  But  see 
Dallas  V.  M'KenKip,  16%,  4  B.  Sup.,  271— MitclieU  v.  M-Adam,  1712.  M.,  11,096. 

(rf)  Campbell  p.  Campbell,  1770,  2  Pat.  App.  Ca.,  193.  This  was  a  caee  of  long  posi- 
tive prescription.  (r)  Brodie  v.  Shcildan,  SOtb  Feb.  1821,  F.  G.     See  I  430. 

(/)  1  Bell's  Com.,  3n3.  It  was  so  held  in  a  case  of  vicennial  prescription  :  'Wright 
f.  Wriyht,  1717.  M.,  11,2G8.  {g)  V.  Arbuthnol  e.  Dooglas,  1795.  M.,  11.133. 

(A)  M'Lauchlan  v.  Tbomaon,  1831,  9  S.,  758.  (i)  Gordon  u.  Bogle,  1784. 

M..  11,127  and  7532— M'lndoe  v.  Frame,  1821,  3  S.,  29G — Soutar'a  Reps.  n.  Soutur. 
1827,  S  S..  876— Nat,  Bank  b.  Hope,  1837,  16  S.,  177— Paitou  c.  Foster,  1842,  4  D., 
1616— Lindsay  v.  E.  Buchan,  17lh  Feb.  1854,  16  D.,  600.  (j)  Roy  i-.  Campbell, 

1860,  12  D..  1028.  (*)  M'Lauehlan  v.  Thomson,  1831,  9.  S.,  758-Fra36r  v. 

UtijiihBrt,  1831,  9  S,,  723 — Lindsay  v,  E.  Buchan,  mpra — See  also  Denovan  v.  Cairaa, 
1X45,  7  D.,  378. 

•  ilo;.s  V.  Robertson,  1856,  17  D.,  1144;  Lord  Ciicri 
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But  the  effect  of  the  action  or  diligence  is  to  preserve  the  bill  in 
force  throughout  the  years  of  the  long  negative  prescription  (?). 

§  440.  The  six  years  commence  at  the  time  when  the  sum  in 
the  bill  became  exigible  (m).  Accordingly,  when  the  bill  is  pay- 
able on  demand,  they  begin  to  run  from  its  date  (n).  But  where 
days  of  grace  are  allowed,  they  commence  from  the  last  of  these 
days,  as  payment  cannot  be  exact<jd  sooner.  This  is  therefore  the 
rale  as  to  bills  payable  at  so  many  days  or  months  after  date,  or  on 
a  day  specified  (o).  Bills  payable  at  sight  do  not  begin  to  prescribe 
until  presentment.  If  the  acceptance  to  such  a  bill  is  not  dated, 
the  term  runs  from  the  date  of  the  bill,  which  is  held  to  be  the 
date  also  of  the  presentment  (p).  It  is  considered  an  open  point 
whether  days  of  grace  are  allowed  when  the  acceptance  to  such 
bills  is  dated  (r).  They  are  admitted  in  bills  payable  a  certain 
time  after  presentment  («). 

§  441.  The  years  of  minority  of  the  creditors  in  the  bill  or  note 
are  not  computed  in  the  prescriptive  term  {f), 

II.  Proving  the  Debt  a/ter  the  Bill  has  prescribed, 

§  442.  This  prescription  (as  has  already  been  observed)  is 
founded  on  a  two-fold  presumption,  Ist,  that  the  bill  did  not  create 
a  debt  originally ;  and,  2d,  that  if  it  did,  the  debt  has  been  dis- 
charged. The  statute  therefore  enacts  that  the  pursuer  must 
prove,  1st,  that  a  debt  was  contained  in  the  bill ;  and,  2d,  that  that 
debt  is  resting-owing :  and  it  limits  his  mode  of  proof  to  the  al- 
leged debtor's  writ  or  oath  on  reference  {u).     As  already  noticed, 

(0  M*Indoe  v.  Frame,  1824,  3  S.,  296— More,  273.  See  also  Eraser  v.  Urqiihart, 
1831,  9  S..  723— M'Lauchlan  v.  Thomson,  1831,  ib.,  763— Ettlea  v.  Robertson,  1831,  11 
S^  397— Main  v.  Wilson,  1839,  1  D.,  722— contra,  Ferguson  v.  Bethune,  7th  March 
1811,  F.  C.  (m)  Act  quoted  tupra,  §  424.  (n)  Stephenson  v,  Stephen- 

son's Tr.,  1807,  M.,  "Bills,"  Appx.  No.  20— Cook  v,  M' Janet,  note  to  ib.— 1  Bell's  Com., 
393— Thomson,  628.  (o)  Douglas,  Heron,  &  Co.  v.  Grant's  Tr.,  1793,  M.,  4602; 

iffid.,  ib. ;  6  Brown's  Pari.  Ca.,  276,  S.  C— 1  Bell's  Com.,  393.  In  Allan  v.  Ormiston, 
1817,  Hume  D.,  477,  this  was  held  as  to  a  bill  payable  one  day  after  date. 

ip)  Kinloch  ».  Mercers,  1748,  M.,  477— Tarras  v.  Innes,  1740,  M.,  476,  Elch.,  "Bill," 
No.  21,  S.  C— Moffat  v.  Marshall,  1838,  16  S.,  406— Thomson,  377,  689. 

(r)  1  Bell's  Com.,  393, 411— Thomson,  628.  («)  1  Bell's  Com.,  411— Thomson, 

628.  The  consequence  of  holding  that  bills  payable  at  sight  do  not  begin  to  prescribe 
till  presentment  may  be  to  keep  them  alive  during  the  long  prescription.  But  although 
this  seems  inconsistent  with  the  spirit,  it  is  according  to  the  terms  of  the  statute  12 
Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  J  37.  Such  bills  therefore  must  be  left  to  those  inferences  arising  from 
«0ra  on  which  (as  already  mentioned)  the  sexennial  prescription  has  been  founded. 

[t)  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  §  40 ;  tupra,  I  424.  (m)  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  §  39,  quoted 

npra.  §  424. 
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effect  is  given  to  admissions  on  record  as  well  as  to  those  in  the 
writ  or  oath  (w).  If  the  pursuer  can  prove  the  constitution  of  the 
debt  by  the  defender's  writ  or  admission  on  record,  he  is  only  bound 
to  refer  resting-owing  to  the  defender's  oath  (x). 

§  443.     I. — In  order  to  prove  the  constitution  of  the  debt  it  is  not 
enough  for  the  creditor  merely  to  instruct  by  the  debtor's  writ  or 
oath  that  the  latter  signed  the  bill.     He  must  prove  that  the  sub- 
scription was  such  as  to  create  an  obligation  for  the  debt  which  the 
bill  contains.    Thus  a  defender  was  assoilzied  who  admitted  his 
subscription,  but  stated  that  he  got  no  value,  and  signed  the  bill  in 
mistake  for  a  receipt  (y).     And  the  same  was  held  as  to  the  quali- 
fied admissions  that  the  defender  signed  the  bill  on  a  distinct  un- 
derstanding and  agreement  with  the  drawer  (whose  heirs  sued  on 
the  bill),  that  it  was  not  to  constitute  a  debt  against  him,  and  that 
he  would  not  be  called  on  to  pay  (2) ; — and  that  the  defender  ac- 
cepted the  bill  in  order  that  the  payee  might  with  the  proceeds  re- 
tire another  bill  to  which  the  acceptor  was  a  party,  but  that  the 
payee  had  not  so  applied  them,  that  the  deponent  had  to  pay  the 
first  bill,  and  did  not  know  what  had  become  of  it  (a).     So  where 
a  defender  deponed  that  the  sum  which  he  received  for  the  biU 
was  in  part  pajTnent  of  a  previous  bill  by  the  pursuer  to  the  defen- 
der's father,  and  that  the  bill  sued  on  had  been  meant  as  a  receipt 


(tp)  8tq)ra,  {  407.  (z)  Deans  v,  Steele,  1858,  16  D.,  317— Wilaon  «.  Strang, 

1880,  8  S.,  626.  (y)  Agnew  ».  M'Rae,  1782,  M.,  13,219.  («)  Idtae'e 

Tr.  V,  Baird,  1827.  6  S.,  820.  (a)  Drummond  v.  Crighton,  1848, 10  D.,  840— 

Lord  Fullerton  observed  in  this  case,  "  the  expression,  the  debt  contained  in  the  biU, 
cannot  mean  the  obligation  created  bj  the  mere  fact  of  signing  the  document.    That 
would  be  in  substance  rearing  up  the  bill  itself  on  the  proof  by  the  grantor's  oath  that 
the  signature  was  genuine ;  a  construction  at  variance  with  the  expressed  object  of  the 
statute.    The  words,  I  think,  must  be  held  to  mean  the  debt  or  the  sum  of  money  inde- 
pendently of  the  bill  in  liquidation  or  evidence  of  which  the  bill  was  granted."    .     .    . 
"  The  admission  that  a  party  had  signed  a  bill,  and  was  willing  to  be  bound  for  the 
amount  contained  in  it  when  advanced,  is  no  proof  of  the  debt,  unless  it  be  also  proved 
that  the  advance  was  actually  made."    The  same  view  was  thus  illustrated  by  Lord 
Mackenzie,  "  1  put  the  case  that  the  statute  had  said  that  the  matter  might  be  proved 
by  parole,  and  that  a  witness  being  called  was  asked  if  he  delivered  the  bill  to  be  dia- 
counted,  and  said  that  he  did.    But  when  asked  whether  he  saw  it  discounted  hia  an- 
swer was,  '  No !  No !  I  know  nothing  about  that.*    Would  that  be  evidence  that  it  was 
discounted?    It  would  be  a  plain  case  of  defective  evidence."     "Why  then  shonld  we 
apply  a  different  judgment?    Does  it  follow  that  because  a  bill  has  been  given,  to  be 
discounted,  it  has  in  reality  been  so  ?    I  have  said  already  what  is  the  fact  at  this  pre- 
sent time  (during  the  monetary  crisis  of  1848),  that  for  every  bill  offered  to  be  dis- 
counted, a  hundred  are  refused."    Sec  also  on  this  case  per  Lord  President  M'Keil  in 
Boyd  17.  Fraser,  1858,  15  D.,  344. 
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for  the  amount,  the  Court  (by  a  bare  majority)  assoilzied  him ;  be- 
cause his  oath  denied,  instead  of  proving,  that  the  bill  had  been 
granted  in  order  to  constitute  a  debt  (6). 

§  444.  Yet  in  order  to  prove  the  debt  contained  in  the  bill,  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  defender  should  admit  that  value  for  it 
was  paid  to  him.  No  doubt  if  the  acceptor,  when  sued  by  the 
drawer,  qualifies  his  admission  of  having  signed  the  bill  by  stating 
that  he  did  so  without  value,  or  for  the  drawer's  accommodation, 
bis  oath  disproves  the  alleged  debt.  But  if  the  biU  is  in  the  hands 
of  an  onerous  indorsee,  such  a  qualification  will  not  avail  the  ac- 
ceptor, for  his  subscription  was  adhibited  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
his  friend  to  raise  money  on  the  bill  as  a  document  of  debt ;  and 
by  subscribing  it  he  undertook  the  obligations  of  an  acceptor  in  all 
questions  with  third  parties.  Accordingly,  where  an  acceptor  stated 
this  defence  to  an  action  at  the  instance  of  an  onerous  indorsee  of 
the  drawer,  the  Court  decerned  against  him  on  the  admission  (c). 
So  where  one  of  two  acceptors  of  a  bill,  when  sued  by  the  drawer's 
representative,  admitted  in  his  oath  on  reference  that  he  had  ac- 
cepted, adding  that  he  did  so  as  cautioner  for  the  other  acceptor, 
the  Court,  in  two  separate  cases,  held  that  his  oath  proved  the 
debt  (d).  In  another  case  a  similar  decision  was  pronounced,  the 
fact  that  payments  had  been  made  to  the  co-acceptor,  for  whose 
benefit  the  biU  had  been  granted,  being  proved  by  markings  in  his 
handwriting  on  the  bill  (e).  If,  however,  the  defender,  besides 
stating  that  he  signed  merely  as  cautioner  for  another  person,  de- 
pones that  value  was  not  given  to  that  person,  his  oath  will  nega- 
tive the  alleged  debt ;  just  as  the  oath  of  an  acceptor  in  the  ordi- 
nary case,  who  denies  that  he  received  value,  will  not  prove  his 
liability  (/).  Yet  where  a  party,  one  of  the  acceptors  of  a  bill, 
being  sued  by  the  drawer's  executors,  deponed  that  he  had  signed 

(b)  Fraaer  v.  Fraser,  27th  June  1809,  F.  C.  (c)  Philip  v.  Milne,  1800,  M., 

"  BiUa,"  Appx.  No.  9.  (rf)  M'Neill  t>.  Blair,  1825,  8  S.,  469— Laidlaw  v,  HamU- 

ton,  1826,  4  S.,  686.  Lord  Pitmilly  has  well  observed  in  the  former  of  these  cases— 
*'  The  import  of  the  oath  is  that  yalue  was  given,  not  to  Blair  the  deponent,  but  to 
Jeffrey,  and  that  Blair  on  that  consideration  became  bound  for  the  debt  This  is  an 
onerous  consideration  so  far  as  regards  the  creditors,  who  on  the  faith  of  it  allowed 
Jeffrey  to  retain  the  money.  It  is  of  no  consequence,  as  to  the  constitution  of  an  obli- 
gation, whether  value  is  received  by  a  man  himself  or  by  his  fHend."  This  case  was 
oomptomised  on  a  threatened  appeal ;  see  per  Lord  Craigie  in  Laidlaw  v.  Hamilton. 

(0)  Wilson  V.  Strang,  1880,  8  S.,  625.  (/)  Compare  the  cases  in  the  four 

preceding  notes  with  Christie  v.  Henderson,  1888,  11  S.,  744,  commented  on  by  Lord 
Mackenzie  in  Drummond  v,  Crichton,  1848, 10  D.,  840;  and  in  Damley  v.  Kirkwood, 
7  D.,  599 ;  and  per  curiam  in  Boyd  v.  Fraser,  wpra. 
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the  bill,  that  it  was  a  renewal  of  a  former  bill  to  which  he  had  been 
a  party  as  cautioner  for  a  co-acceptor,  and  that  payment  of  that 
bill  had  not  been  claimed  from  him  ;  and  where  he  was  not  asked 
whether  the  other  accei)tor  of  the  original  bill  had  got  value, — ^the 
Court  held  that  his  oath  proved  the  debt  in  the  second  bill ;  because 
by  means  of  it  he  had  got  the  old  bill  to  which  he  had  been  a  party 
taken  out  of  the  way,  and  in  this  maimer  had  got  value  for  his  ac- 
ceptance {g). 

§  445.  It  has  been  held  that  the  debt  is  not  proved  by  the 
grantor  of  the  bill  admitting  his  subscription,  but  stating  that  he 
was  under  sequestration  at  the  time,  that  the  object  of  the  bill  was 
to  give  an  undue  preference  to  a  particular  creditor,  and  that  there- 
fore the  bill  was  struck  at  by  the  Bankrupt  Act  (A)— or  admitting 
subscription,  but  stating  that  the  biU  was  granted  for  an  illegal 
purpose  (i).  In  another  case  the  Court  held  that  it  was  extrinsic 
in  an  oath  on  reference  to  state  that  the  bill  had  been  granted  for 
the  price  of  smuggled  goods,  and  that  the  defender  held  himself 
not  liable,  as  he  had  been  a  loser  by  the  transaction  (fc).  But  tliis 
decision  may  be  questioned.  A  mere  statement  that  the  wine  for 
which  a  bill  had  been  granted  had  turned  out  useless,  was  held  not 
to  prevent  the  grantors  admission  from  pro\dng  the  debt  (Q. 

§  446.  II. — Under  the  exceptional  provision  (§  39)  of  the  statute, 
the  creditors  in  prescribed  l)ills  may,  at  any  time  after  the  expiry 
of  the  six  years,  prove  the  debts  contained  in  the  bills,  "  and  that 
the  same  are  resting-owing  by  the  oaths  or  writs  of  the  debtor." 
The  last  part  of  the  proAasion  (as  already  observed)  is  founded  on 
the  presumption  that  any  debt  which  may  originally  have  been  con- 
tained in  the  bill  was  discharged  before  the  six  years  expired ;  and 
it  has  raised  that  presumption  into  a  strict  statutory  rule,  that  after 
the  lapse  of  the  prescriptive  period,  the  creditor,  in  order  to  recover 
his  debt,  must  prove  not  only  its  constitution,  but  also  its  subsist- 
ence, by  his  debtor's  writ  or  oath  on  reference. 

§  447.  Accordingly,  the  statutory  requirement  vdW.  not  be  met 
by  the  debtors  writ  dated  during  the  currency  of  the  six  years, 
although  only  a  few  days  before  their  expiry ;  for  the  discharge 
may  have  taken  place,  and  the  statute  assumes  that  it  did  take 


{g)  Boyd  v.  Fraser,  1853,  15  D.,  342.  (A)  Clarkson*s  Tr.  v,  Gibson,  8th  June 

1820,  F.  C.  (•)  Campbell  v,  Scotland,  1778,  M.,  9530.  (*)  M'Neill  v. 

M'KiBsock,  28th  February  1805,  F.  C.     "  The  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  quality 
resolved  into  a  ground  of  challenge,  which  required  to  be  supported  by  a  proof." 
(/)  Robertson  v.  Clarkson,  1784,  M..  18,244. 
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place,  on  some  day  before  the  whole  six  years  elapsed  (m)  J  Even 
a  writ  dated  the  last  day  of  the  statutory  term,  without  counting 
the  days  of  grace,  where  these  are  allowed,  has  been  held  insuffi- 
cient («).  But  the  Court  have  given  effect  to  a  writ  dated  the  last 
day  of  the  prescriptive  term  (o).  As  such  a  writ  is  in  a  very  high 
degree  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of  payment  before  the  whole 
period  expired ;  and  as  its  object  probably  was  to  exclude  the  sta- 
tutory rule  by  voluntary  acknowledgment,  granted  while  the  bill 
could  still  be  enforced ;  there  is  good  ground,  both  in  reason  and 
equity,  for  giving  eff'ect  to  a  writ  so  dated.  Nor  is  this  view  ex- 
cluded by  tlie  terms  of  the  statute,  which  does  not  specify  a  date 
for  the  writ  by  which  the  subsistence  of  the  debt  may  be  proved  (p). 
§  448.  Whenever  the  debtor's  writ,  if  dated  after  the  prescrip- 
tive period,  has  shown  that  the  debt  was  resting-owing  at  that  date, 
the  Court  have  sustained  it  as  proof  of  resting-owing  as  at  the  date 
of  the  action ;  holding  that  it  threw  on  the  debtor  the  burden  of 
proving  payment  (r).  In  general  this  is  the  proper  view.  It  wiU 
be  observed,  however,  that  the  statute  reqmres  proof  that  the  debt 
«  resting-owing,  not  that  it  was  so  at  some  date  after  the  sexennial 
period  had  elapsed.  In  principle,  therefore,  it  seems  to  lie  with  the 
Court  to  determine  w^hether,  looking  to  the  character  of  the  writ, 

(»)  Buchan  v.  Robertson  Barclay,  1787,  M.,  11,128;  Hailes,  1017,  S.  C— RusseU 
t.  Fane,  Bell's  Oct.  Ca.,  125;  M.,  11,130,  S.  C.—Arbuthnot  v.  Douglas,  1795,  M., 
11,13S— Horsburgh  v.  Bethune,  13th  February  1811,  F.  C— Fergason  v.  Bethune,  7th 
March  1811,  F.  C.  (n)  Russell  v.  Farie,  »wpra— Scott  v.  Gray,  1784,  M.,  11,126 

-Allan  V.  Ormiston,  1817,  Hume  D.,  477—1  BeU's  Com.,  S95^Supra,  §  440. 

{o}  Lindsay  v.  Moffat,  19th  May  1797,  M.,  11,137.  The  Court  were  unanimously  of 
opinion  that  the  prescription  was  barred  by  the  debtor  having  subscribed  a  certain  in- 
TBDtory  the  very  day  before  the  prescription  had  run ;  as  that  circumstance  afforded 
atst  satisfactory  evidence  that  the  bill  had  not  been  paid  within  the  six  years.  But 
Ibe  opinions  of  seven  judges  "  attributed  the  same  effect  to  an  acknowledgment  of 
resting-owing  ma<le  at  any  time  within  the  six  years."  "  To  give  no  effect  to  an  ac- 
knowledgment of  resting-owing  within  the  six  years,  in  any  case  where  there  is  a 
{possibility  of  the  bill  being  paid  before  their  completion,  would  be  to  introduce  an  in- 
definite and  arbitrary  course  of  prescription,  unwarranted  by  the  statute  ;  the  length  of 
which  would  depend  entirely  on  the  time  which  was  to  run  between  the  date  of  the 
acknowledgment  and  the  expiration  of  the  six  years,  and  which  might  be  only  a  year, 
a  month,  a  week,  or  a  day,  according  to  circumstances."  This  view  (from  which  other 
^ven  judges  dissented)  is  altogether  inconsistent  with  the  statutory  rule,  as  explained 
ia  the  text,  and  construed  in  many  decisions.  (p)  This  view  is  supported  by 

the  authority  of  Professor  Bell,  Com.,  ut  tupra.  (r)  See  e.g.,  Wood  v.  Howden, 

1843,  5  D.,  507— Watson  v.  Hunter  &  Co.,  1841,  3  D.,  583— Stevenson  v,  Kyle,  1850, 
12  D.,  67a~.Macandrew  ».  Hunter,  1851,  13  D.,  1111. 


7  M'Gregor  i;.  M'Gregor,  1860,  22  D.,  1264. 
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its  (late  as  compared  with  the  dates  of  tlie  bill  and  action  respec- 
tively, and  the  whole  attendant  circumstances,  the  writ  proves  the 
debt  to  be  still  due,  or  (what  is  the  same  thing  practically)  whether 
it  lays  on  the  debtor  the  burden  of  proving  payment  or  discharge. 
A  memorandum  which  would  be  suflScient  if  granted  shortly  be- 
fore the  action  was  raised,  might  be  inadequate  if  twenty  years  of 
silence  and  mora  had  intervened  between  its  date  and  the  date  of 
the  suit. 

§  449.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  debtor's  writ  should  be  either 
probative  or  holograph  («) ;  and,  if  holograph,  it  will  be  effectual 
although  it  should  not  be  signed  (t).  A  writ  which  is  brought 
home  to  the  debtor  will  suffice,  provided  it  can  be  shown  by  either 
intrinsic  or  extrinsic  proof  to  apply  to  the  bill  in  issue ;  an  express 
reference  thereto  not  being  essential  (u).  If  it  can  fairly  be  re- 
ferred to  the  bill  in  issue,  the  burden  of  showing  that  it  applies  to 
some  other  bill  falls  upon  the  defender  (x),^ 

§  460.  Payments  of  interest  and  partial  payments  of  principal 
after  the  six  years  have  expired,  if  proved  under  the  hand  of  the 
debtor,  will  prove  res  ting-owing  (y).  But  payments  within  the 
statutory  term  are  of  no  avail,  as  the  debt  may  have  been  extin- 
guished before  the  whole  term  expired  (2).  Yet  a  payment  after 
the  six  years  has  been  held  sufficient,  although  it  was  for  interest 


(a)  Macandrew  v.  Hunter,  1861. 18  D.,  1111— Hyalop  v,  Howden,  1843,  6  D.,  607— 
Black  V.  Shand's  Crs.,  1828,  2  S.,  118.  {t)  Wataon  v.  Hunter  &  Ck>.,  1841,  8 

D.,  688 — Hyslop  v,  Howden,  nqpra^  per  L.  Fullerton — ^Donaldson  v,  Murray,  1766,  M., 
11,110 — 1  Bell's  Com.,  888.  (ti)  Watson  v.  Hunter,  tupra — Hyalop  v.  Howden, 

1843,  6  D.,  607 — BeU*8  Com.,  iupra.  (x)  Cases  in  preceding  note. 

(y)  Soutar*s  Reps.  v.  Soutar,  1827,  6  S.,  876— M'Tavish  0.  L.  Saltoun,  1826,  8  S., 
472— Black  v.  Shand's  Crs.,  1823,  2  S.,  118— Scott  v.  Gray,  1784,  M.,  11,126. 

(z)  HorsbuTgh  v.  Bethune,  18th  February  1811,  F.  C— Black  v,  Shand's  Crs.,  mpra 
—1  Bell's  Com.,  888. 


8  Johnston  v.  Scott,  1860,  22  D.,  898.  It  is  sufficient  if  the  writ  admits  a  debt  dne 
under  the  bill  or  bills,  and  it  is  not  essential  that  it  should  establish  the  precise  balance 
due  at  it«  date.  So  where,  after  the  years  of  prescription,  a  debtor,  in  answer  to  a  de- 
mand for  a  balance  on  bills,  wrote  that  the  creditor's  whole  claim  had  been  paid  except 
£98  ;  and  that  of  that  balance  £60  had  been  paid  by  another  obligant,  the  Court  held 
that  the  writ  instructed  that  at  its  date  £48  was  due,  and  directed  argument  and 
inquiry  as  to  whether  more  was  then  due,  and  as  to  the  amount  due  at  the  date  of  the 
action ;  M'Gregor  v.  McGregor,  1860,  22  D.,  1264.  But  where  a  creditor  in  prescribed 
biUs  relied  on  letters  written  by  the  debtor  after  the  period  of  prescription,  admitting 
generally  the  existence  of  debts  due  on  bills,  the  proof  by  writ  was  held  insufficient ; 
because  the  admissions  could  not  be  connected  with  the  bills  sued  for ;  Blair  v.  Horn, 
1859,  21  D.,  1004. 
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running  only  to  the  end  of  that  time  (a).  No  payment  of  interest 
or  principal,  however,  will  avail,  where  it  is  only  vouched  by  the 
creditor's  writ  or  by  markings  in  his  hand  upon  the  bill  (6).  In 
one  case  a  receipt  for  interest,  being  in  the  handwriting  of  the  cre- 
ditor, but  found  in  the  debtor's  repositories,  was  held  to  be  equiva- 
lent to  the  debtor's  writ,  and  to  prove  resting-owing  (c).  But  with 
great  deference  to  the  authority  of  the  very  learned  judges  who  de- 
cided that  case,  it  is  conceived  that  such  a  document  is  not  the  writ 
of  the  debtor  proving  the  debt  to  subsist.  Qtiomodo  constat  that  it 
was  not  sent  to  the  debtor  spe  numerando/e  pecuniae,  or  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  a  written  answer  implying  an  admission  of  the 
debt ;  which  answer  the  debtor  refused  ?  It  can  only  be  construed 
as  the  debtor's  writ  through  the  medium  of  an  inference,  which, 
however  probable  and  relevant  in  a  proof  at  large,*  is  humbly 
thought  not  to  accord  with  the  strict  terms  of  the  statute.  It  may 
also  be  observed  that  the  view  which  the  Court  took  on  this  point 
was  not  essential  to  the  decision  of  the  case ;  as  there  was  a  holo- 
graph letter  of  the  debtor  sufficient  to  prove  resting-owing. 

§  461.  The  debtor,  however,  will  be  bound  by  documents  in 
the  handwriting  of  a  person  having  authority  to  bind  him ;  because 
quifacitper  alium  fobcit  per  se.  Accordingly,  entries  of  payment  of 
interest  in  his  books,  but  in  the  handwriting  of  his  book-keeper, 
were  held  sufficient  (d)  ;  and  markings  of  interest  on  the  back  of  a 
bill,  being  in  the  handwriting  of  the  debtor's  agent  or  factor,  re- 
ceived the  same  effect,  on  account  of  his  having  special  authority 
to  bind  his  constituents,  who  were  a  set  of  trustees  (e).  These  cases 
stand  contrasted  with  a  previous  decision  (/),  where  markings  by 
the  debtor's  factor,  who  had  no  such  authority,  were  held  insuffi- 
cient (g).* 

(a)  M'Tavish  v,  L.  Saltonn,  1825,  8  S.,  472.  (6)  M'Indoe  v.  Frame,  1824. 

3  S.,  295— Fergnson  v.  Bethune,  7th  March  1811,  F.C.— Bell's  Com.,  supra. 

(e)  Hyalop  v.  Howden,  1848,  5  D.,  507.  (d)  Black  v.  Shand's  Gib.,  1828, 

2  S.,  118.  («)  Campbell  v.  Ballantyne,  1889, 1  D.,  1061.  (/)  Fer- 

gnson  V.  Bethune,  7th  March  1811,  F.C.  (g)  See  on  this  snbject  the  diapter 

on  admissions  by  a  factor  or  trustee. 


*  Whether  a  party  has  authority  to  sign  for  another,  so  that  his  writ  shall  be  the 
vrit  of  the  other,  is  a  question  depending  on  the  circumstances  and  proof  in  each  case. 
In  general  the  writ  of  a  factor  or  law  agent  is  not  the  writ  of  his  constituent ;  but  if  a 
party  authorises  another  to  act  for  him  in  reference  to  a  particular  piece  of  business, 
with  his  full  powers,  in  such  a  case  the  writ  of  the  agent  will  be  held  the  writ  of  the 
party ;  McGregor  r.  M'Gregor,  1860,  22  D.,  1264. 
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S  452.  WTic-ij  tlio  creditor  in  a  bill  has  obtained  decrt 
sence  aguiost  the  debtor,  on  an  action  raised  a/fer  the  si 
have  elapsed,  either  the  debtor  or  his  other  creditors  may 
the  decree ;  which,  although  proceeding  as  on  noiifession 
oqtiivaleut  to  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath  (A).  Nor  is  such  a 
when  passing  on  a  summons  which  contains  a  referenc* 
debtor's  oath  (according  to  an  obsolete  practice),  efTectuB 
which  has  proceeded  on  the  debtor's  failure  to  appear  and 
in  a  proper  reference  to  oath  (i).  But  a  decree  in  absence  i 
after  the  six  years  will  stand  until  set  aside  in  proper  f 
Where  the  grantor  of  a  prescribed  bill  presented  a  i>etitioi 
questration  signed  by  himself  and  by  the  creditor  in  the 
Court  hehl  that  the  resting-owing  was  not  proved  as  ago 
other  credifors  by  the  debtor's  subscription  of  the  petition  Q 
the  circimistauce  of  the  creditor  in  a  bill  having  attended  a 
of  the  debtor's  creditors  after  the  six  years  had  run,  anc 
name  as  a  creditor  liaving  been  entered  in  the  minutes  witl 
jection,  does  not  prove  that  his  debt  is  resting-owing ;  for  tl 
tors  are  held  not  to  be  thereby  barred  from  investigating  th 
of  their  mutual  claims  (m).  Such  cases  are  essentially  ( 
from  those  iu  which  the  proceedings,  being  adopted  liel 
prescriptive  period  has  expired,  are  held  to  have  kept  th 
force  (n), 

§  453.  WHien  the  creditor,  from  not  having  proof  by  the 
writ,  is  constrained  to  refer  to  his  oath,  nice  ijuostions  soi 
arise  as  to  whether  the  oath  comes  up  to  the  statutory  requ 
to  prove  resting-owing.  On  the  one  hand,  the  debtor 
shelter  himself  under  a  general  denial  of  resting-owing ;  b 
specify  the  grounds  on  which  his  denial  rests ;  and  if  the: 
that  the  debt  subsists,  his  general  denial  will  not  protect  h 
decree  (o).  But,  on  the  other  hand,  he  will  be  assoilzied  il 
pones  to  extinction  of  the  debt  in  some  habile  mode,  alth 
cannot  specify  the  date  or  other  details  connected  with  it ; 
an  oath  cannot  bo  held  to  prove  resting-owing. 

(S)  M'Nioolt,  M'Neill,  1821,  1  S..  176— Buchan  v.  Hobertwn  Barclay, 
11,128— Nicolmn  v.  M'Leod,  23<i  NoTDiabur  1810,  F.  C— See  also  Black  i 
Cm.,  1828.  2  S.  (new  ed.J,  110:  and  see  iitfira,  1 180,  (i)  NieoUoa  i 

uifTO.     See  an  tliia  tke  uhapter  on  liulding  as  caufesded  in  rerGreiice  to  onth, 

(*)  Black  H.  Shnad'B  Cre.,  iHpra.  {I)  Lockhacl  v.  Milchell.  » 

1341.  (m)  Stunrt  c.  Dongliu..  1823,  2  &..  200  (new  eil.).  (n) 

i  #32  [oj  1  Bell's  Com.,  3.S3-Tiiil,  238— A  B,  1761,  M„  12,*75. 
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§  454.  Accordingly,  where  the  defender  stated  distinctly  that 
he  had  paid  the  bill  several  years  before,  but  could  not  state  the  time 
or  mode  of  payment,  resting-owing  was  held  not  to  be  proved  {p). 
And  the  Court  took  the  same  view  of  an  oath  that  the  deponent 
paid  to  a  son  of  the  original  creditor,  or  to  some  one  authorised  by 
him,  although  he  could  not  state  distinctly  to  whom  or  at  what 
time  the  payment  had  been  made  ;  there  being  ground  for  holding 
that  the  son  had  authority  to  receive  payment,  and  the  deposition 
being  candid  (r).  It  seems  also  that  the  defender  will  be  assoilzied 
if  he  depones  that  he  paid  the  debt  to  a  third  person  by  the  credi- 
tor's order,  although  he  does  not  depone  that  that  person  accounted 
to  the  creditor  («). 

§  455.  But  where  the  debtor  deponed  that  while  he  was  in 
India  payment  had  been  made  by  a  relation  in  this  country,  and 
where  he  could  not  assign  a  satisfactory  reason  for  his  knowledge 
or  beUef  of  that  fact,  the  Court  held  that  the  oath  proved  resting- 
owing  (i).  And  the  defender  s  general  denial  of  resting-owing  was 
disregarded  where  the  only  fact  to  which  he  deponed  in  support  of 
it  was,  that  he  had  been  told  by  a  co-acceptor  that  payment  had 
been  made  by  him  (x).  So  where  the  defender,  who  was  one  of  the 
partners  of  a  dissolved  company,  deponed  that  he  had  not  paid,  and 
did  not  know  that  any  other  person  had ;  that,  at  the  dissolution 
of  the  company,  one  of  the  partners  undertook  to  pay  a  composition 
on  their  debts,  including  the  bill  in  question  ;  but  that  he  did  not 
know  that  such  payment  had  been  made,  and  that  no  claim  of  re- 
lief had  been  made  on  him  by  the  partner  referred  to ;  the  Court 
held  that  the  oath  established  the  subsistence  of  the  debt  (y). 

§  456.  When  the  defender  depones  to  discharge  not  by  simple 
payment,  but  by  a  transaction  under  a  written  contract,  decree,  or 
other  document,  and  it  depends  on  the  terms  of  the  writing  whether 
the  debt  is  extinguished,  the  Court  will  decide  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  writing,  and  will  not  take  the  defender's  opinion  of  it ; 


(p)  Fyfe  V.  Carfrae,  1841,  4  D.,  162.  (r)  Roy  v.  Thomson,  1880,  8  S.,  810. 

(f)  Moffat  V.  Moffat,  1787,  Elch.,  "Qualified  Oath,"  No.  4;  M.,  18,214,  S.  C— Bett 
e.  Bardie,  1759,  M.,  18,217— Clerk  v,  Dallas,  1711,  M.,  13,218.  (t)  PaiU  v. 

Aliaon,  1841,  8  D.,  874.     See  Mette  v.  Dalziel,  1830,  8  S.,  887.  (x)  Black  v, 

BUck,  1838,  16  S.,  1221.  See  also  per  Lord  Mackenzie  in  Darnley  v.  Kirkwood,  1845, 
7  D,  599,  commenting  on  Christie  v.  Henderson,  1838,  11  S.,  744,  infra.  But  see  con- 
frtt,  Mackay  v.  Ure,  1849,  11  D.,  982.  (y)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1828,  2  S.,  668. 

See  also  Christie  v.  Henderson,  supra^  and  as  noticed  by  Lord  Mackenzie  in  Drummond 
».  Crichton,  1848,  10  D.,  840,  emdper  curiam  in  Boyd  v.  Fraser,  1858,  15  D.,  342. 


\ 


fcL~'  c_  -w-i-A  i-.r*  ^'  c  i-T-vZ-'i  ■■::  il-e  ■"tl.jtt:;  n:-a  vf  a  \m 
f  7  .  ▼i-rr  It  i-i.:rj  ii...:  -.It  t-t^-tt  1  --^:-r-i  r»is  in  salisfa 
*c  -Jl-t  ;-:';  •  ;  c  tzr—I  :■  ii?-  -trj^  ::.  ii-i  prr-ciis^  to  gi^ 
»T  ■:itz^>:«;I  :iji  iil^  »'oir-eT^T  ii  i.*i  *3  -;j  I'TTuniiT  (J) ;  or  ^ 
tbe  i-i'-Lirr  i'i>  I.T*  ".li:  1^  jiiii  a  f^iEi  wLi.h  ha-l  been  fixe 
tw-riz,  \-—-  ii-i  :ir  ;::r>--Tr  i:.  a  xmrr^nii^  1..1  the  claim  (e). 

{  45?.  I3  all  i~  i.  ■:-*.?'.->,  L  weTt-r.  the  Ci>art  will  deter 
wLc;Ler  IL-  xr^L.i^:T.  i.  a?  -irjvTi-ri  to  iiiip>>rts  a  discharge  o 
d^I-L  Tii>  is  W-Il  ilI'ij:T^:'i*i  i-v  t-a^es  of  alleged  compensf 
If  iL^  d-r'r  :->r  -i-rp  l^  ti  jI  tLe  pTsr^ner  agietd  that  the  debt 
for  ehould  be  LtM  eitinfiTUihi-l  hy  the  counter-claim,  resting-o 
is  not  proT^i ;  becaofe  it  matters  not  what  consideration  ind 
the  creditor  to  discharge  the  debt  id  the  bill  if  he  really  did  so 

(z)  Thi*  point  U  tniW  ■\ixnss<:d  in  treating  of  Ibe  coiiKtniction  of  o&thsou  ief& 

(a)  Brown  t.  M-lntrie.  i»-*».  6  S^  1022.     See  bIso  Blair  t.  Balfour,   174 

IS^IT.  (b)  SteveofoD  r.  Sl^renaon,  1838,  16  S.,  1088,  per  Lord  Or 

FoUerton,  «hc«e  judgmenl  wai  acquiesced  in  bj  the  partiee,  and  upprored  of 

Inner  Boiue.  (c)  See  Johnston's  Assignee.  I6ST,  H.,  13,241. 

(rf)  Qtant  p.  Grant's  Cn.,  1793,  M.,  13.221— L.  Potreflter  e.  L.  Elphingstano, 
M.,  13,216,  a«  ezplaiaed  in  Elch..  "  Qnalifled  Oatha,"  No.  6.  (e)  See  1 

•.  Oraham,  1B29,  1  De.  and  And.,  218.  (/)  Tbe  Tiew  stated  in  the  text 

to  be  propeil;  deducible  ^tn  the  folloiring  cases,  as  contrasted  with  those  in  tt 
next  notes;  Grant  v.  Grant's  Cra.,  1793,  H.,  18,221— Irvine  i>.  Dickson,  1733, 
"Qualifled  Oath."  No.  1— Clark  o.  DaUas,  1711,  M..  13.218— Mailland  v.  Baillie, 
M.,  18,212— Forbes  v.  Cn^gie's  Crs.,  1711,  M.,  ib.;  12,464,  S.  C— L.  Forrester 
Klpblngstone,  n^int,  (if)— Hepburn  c,  Hepburn,  18M,  Hnme  D.,  417— Johnston 
lignee,  1087,  M..  18, 241 —Maxwell  ».  Herries.  1712,  H.,  11,218.  ad  .^ftm— Lan 
M'Gibbnn.  1727.  M..  13,206. 
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But  where  the  defender's  denial  of  resting-owing  stands  on  a  plea 
of  simple  compensation,  the  Conrt  hold  that  the  oath  proves  the 
subsistence  of  the  original  debt,  and  they  require  the  debtor  to 
prove  his  counter-claim  (g).  The  reason  is  that  compensation  does 
not  operate  ipso  Jure  as  a  discharge ;  but  it  is  an  equitable  ground 
for  resisting  payment  of  a  debt  admitted  or  proved  to  be  still  undis-> 
charged ;  and  the  Court,  not  the  debtor,  has  to  decide  whether  the 
counter-claim  is  good. 

The  case,  however,  will  not  come  within  the  former  branch  of 
this  rule,  if  the  defender  states  merely  that  it  was  his  own  under- 
standing or  intention  that  the  debts  should  be  mutually  extinguished ; 
for  the  pursuer's  consent  is  essential  to  such  a  transaction  (A).  The 
subject  of  this  and  the  preceding  paragraphs  is  considered  fully  in 
treating  of  qualified  oaths  on  reference.  Some  cases  illustrative  of 
the  same  doctrines  will  also  be  found  in  the  sections  on  the  trien- 
nial prescription. 


III.  Admissions  by  Co-acceptors. 

§  459.  Each  acceptor's  admission  is  proof  only  against  himself, 
and  not  against  his  co-acceptors  (i).  And  where  a  bill  bearing  the 
signature  of  a  company  firm  was  referred  to  the  oaths  of  the  part- 
ners on  the  company  being  dissolved,  the  Court  held  that  one  of 
them  who  had  deponed  negative  was  entitled  to  absolvitor,  and  was 
not  bound  to  await  the  result  of  the  action  as  against  the  other, 
whose  oath  contained  certain  admissions  (]c), 

§  460.  If  each  of  the  co-acceptors  both  admits  the  constitution 
of  the  debt  and  admits  that  he  himself  did  not  pay  it,  resting-owing 
is  held  to  be  proved  as  against  them  all  (Z).    And  in  one  case  where 

■  ■ 

(g)  Simpson,  1728,  M.,  18,240 — Johnston's  Assignee,  supra — ^Borthwick  v,  Ramsay, 
1697,  M.,  4981— Sinclair  v.  Sindair,  1708,  M.,  18,206— Fincham  v.  Muirhead,  1707,  4 
B.  Sap.,  665— Minnie's  Crs.  v.  Broomfield,  1786,  Elch.,  "  Qualified  Oath,"  No.  8— Mit- 
chell p.  M'Einlaj,  1761,  M.,  18,241— Rankine  v.  Adair,  1799,  M.,  18,245— Stevenson  v. 
Campben,  1808,  Hume  D.,  415— Millar  v.  fiaird,  1819,  ib.,  480— Macdonald  v.  Craw- 
ford, 1884, 12  S.,  588— See  also  Williamson  v.  Peacock,  11th  December  1810,  F.  0.— 
Gilchrist  v.  Murray,  1675,  M.,  13,210.  (A)  Hunter  v,  L.  Einnaird's  Tr.,  1880, 

9  S.,  154.  (0  AUan  v.  Ormiston,  1817,  Hume  D.,  477— Houston  v,  Yuill,  1822, 

1  S,  449— McNeil  v,  Blair,  1828,  2  S.,  174— M'Indoe  v.  Frame,  1824,  8  S.,  295. 

(k)  £a8ton  v,  Johnston,  1881,  9  S.,  440.  (V)  Laidlaw  v,  Hamilton,  1826,  4 

8.,  636 — Wilson  v,  Strang,  1880,  8  S.,  625.  In  this  way  the  oath  of  each  acceptor  goes 
to  prore  non-payment  ba  against  the  others.  But  that  would  not  prevent  any  of  them 
&om  being  assoilzied,  if  he  deponed  that  he  knew  a  co-acceptor  had  paid.    The  question 
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two  out  of  four  acceptors  admitted  respectively  that  they  had 
paid,  and  could  not  say  whether  any  of  the  other  acceptors  had 
Court,  by  a  narrow  majority,  held  resting-owing  to  be  proved 
This  decision,  however,  is  htimbly  tliought  to  be  questionable,  i 
the  proof  of  restiiig-owing  was  incomplete  so  long  as  there  wai 
evidence  that  none  of  the  acceptors  had  paid.  The  statute,  proi 
ing  on  the  presimiption  of  payment  by  some  one  or  more  ol 
debtoFB,  seems  to  reiiiiire  resting-owing  to  be  jiroved  by  the  wri 
oatlis  of  tJieia  all ;  whereas  the  decision  referred  to  implies  tha 
cause  payment  by  the  absent  acceptors  is  not  proved,  tlierefore 
payment  must  be  presumed.  Such  an  inference  would  be  al 
in  the  case  of  one  of  a  large  numlier  of  acceptors  admitting  tli; 
had  not  paid ;  and  it  is  thought  that  there  is  no  room  for  a  di? 
tion  founded  on  the  number  of  acceptors  admitting  non-pay 
by  themselves,  as  compared  with  those  regarding  whose  payi 
or  the  reverse,  there  is  no  proof.  Where  action  is  raised  again 
tlie  co-acceptors,  and  some  of  them  allow  decree  in  absence  i 
out  against  them,  it  is  held  that  the  others  resisting  decrei 
hable,  if  they  admit  that  they  did  not  pay,  and  do  not  depone 
any  other  person  did  (w).  In  such  a  case  the  fact  of  non-pay 
by  the  absent  acceptors  is  held  to  be  sufficiently  established  by 
non-resistance,  joined  with  the  want  of  any  contradictory  state 
by  the  parties  appearing. 


IV.  AdmissioTii  by  the  Debtor's  Sepresentatwe. 

§  461,  If  the  heir  of  the  debtor  is  sued  for  payment  after 
scription  has  run  on  the  bill,  he  is  entitled  in  terms  of  the  st 
to  maintain  that  the  creditor  shall  not  succeed,  unless  he  prov 
constitution  and  subsistence  of  the  debt  by  the  original  dtl 
writ  or  by  the  heir's  writ  or  oath.  With  regard  to  his  oath  tht 
is  in  a  much  more  favourable  position  than  the  original  debtoi 
while  the  latter,  if  he  admits  that  the  debt  was  incurred,  must 
relevant  grounds  for  maintaining  that  it  is  not  resting-owing 
heir  (who  very  often  knows  nothing  about  his  predecessor's  d 

would  then  remaia,  Hhnlhcr  the  onth  of  one  oocuptor  dopontug  (bat  another  hai 
would  free  them  all.     See  per  L.  Gillies  in  Christie  v.  Henderson,  infra. 

(m)  Christie  V.  Benderson,  1833,  11  S.,  744.  See  tliis  case  commented  od  in 
lej  V.  Kirkwood,  1845,  7  U.,  699— DrummoDd  v.  Criditon,  1848,  10  D.,  840—3 
Fraaer.  1858.  16  D.,  842.  Compare  oI«.  Black  c.  Black,  1888,  16  S.,  1220:  n 
465,  (i).  (n)  Boyd  v.  Fjaa,>r,  n/;,ni— M'Ncil  v.  BUir,  182-'>,  8  S.,  469, 
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is  not  required  to  make  any  positive  allegation  of  payment  or  dis- 
charge ;  and  the  creditor  will  fail,  unless  the  heir's  oath  imports  a 
distinct  admission  of  resting-owing.  Accordingly,  where  the  heir 
of  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  being  sued  after  the  prescriptive  period, 
admitted  his  ancestor's  acceptance,  but  could  not  state  whether  the 
ancestor  had  paid  the  debt  or  not,  the  Court  held  that  resting-owing 
was  not  proved  (o).  And  where  the  representative  of  an  acceptor 
who  had  died  within  the  years  of  prescription  had  before  their  ex- 
piry made  a  payment  to  account  of  the  bill;  and  where,  being  sued 
for  the  balance  after  the  prescriptive  period  had  expired,  he  denied 
all  knowledge  of  the  bill  and  of  the  debt  for  which  it  had  been 
granted,  but  admitted  the  payment  to  account,  of  which  he  gave  no 
satisfactory  explanation ;  the  Court  sustained  the  plea  of  prescrip- 
tion, and  held  that  resting-owing  had  to  be  proved  by  the  heir's 
oath  (p).  So  the  heir  of  an  acceptor  was  assoilzied,  where  he  de- 
poned that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  existence  of  the  bill  till  after 
the  lapse  of  the  prescriptive  period  (q). 

§  462.  K  the  heir,  not  speaking  from  personal  knowledge, 
merely  admits  that  his  opinion  or  inference  from  the  circumstances 
is  that  the  debt  was  constituted  and  is  unpaid,  the  Court  will  not 
hold  these  facts  to  be  proved  (r).  But  if  he  swears  that  he  has  no 
doubt  upon  the  point,  they  will  probably  sustain  the  pursuer's 
claim,  since  the  defender,  on  a  formal  appeal  to  his  conscience, 
could  not  deny  its  justice  (si). 

§  463.  Prescription  is  held  to  be  overcome  by  payments  of  in- 
terest (<),  or  payments  to  account  of  the  principal  (u)  of  the  bill,  if 
made  by  the  heir  beyond  the  six  years,  and  proved  by  his  writ  (x). 
Nor  will  he  escape  from  this  consequence  by  merely  stating  that  he 
made  the  payment  under  a  mistaken  impression  of  his  Uabihty  (y) ; 
although  that  will,  of  course,  be  a  relevant  circumstance  in  a  proof 
by  him  that  the  principal  debt  had  been  paid. 

The  competency  and  effect  of  admissions  by  tutors,  trustees, 
and  other  administrators,  and  of  reference  to  their  oaths,  are  con- 
sidered in  treating  of  admissions  and  oaths  on  reference. 


(o)  Stirling  v.  Henderaon,  11th  March  1817,  P.  C.  (p)  Damley  v.  Kirk- 

W,  1846,  7  D.,  595.    See  also  Frank  v,  Forster,  1842.  4  D.,  1515. 

(j)  Houston  V.  YuiU,  1825,  4  S.,  24.  (r)  See  Brown  v.  Crawford,  1741,  M., 

9418,  Enkerran's  report.  (<)  See  Dalziel  v,  Lindores,  1748,  M.,  10,994;  Hailcs, 

»W,  S.  C.     .  (t)  M'Tavish  t;.  Lady  Saltoun,  1825,  8  S.,  472. 

(tt)  Scott  V.  Gray,  1784,  M.,  11,126.  (x)  Supra,  i  450.  (y)  M'Tavish 

e.  Lady  Saltoun,  mpra — Scott  v.  Gray,  tupra. 

VOL.  I.  X 


CHAPTER  IV. — OF  THE  QUINQUENNIAL  PRESCRIPTION  OF  MlJf 
STIPENDS,  AND  VERBAL  BARGAINS  CONCEBNINQ  MOVEABLEl 

§  464,  The  Act  1669,  c.  9,  enacts,  "  that  ministers'  stipei 
mtilturcs,  not  pursued  for  within  five  years  after  the  same  a 
and  likeways  mails  and  duties  of  tenaiits  not  lieing  pursued 
five  years  after  the  tenant  shall  remove  from  the  lands  foi 
the  mails  and  duties  are  craved,  sliall  prescribe  in  all  time  i: 
except  the  saids  ministers'  stipends,  multures,  mails  and 
shall  Tie  offered  to  be  proven  to  be  due  and  resting-omng, 
defenders  their  oaths,  or  by  a  special  writ  under  their  hai 
knowledging  what  is  resting-owing:  And  that  all  bargains  ci 
ing  moveables  or  sums  of  money,  probable  by  witnesses,  shs 
be  probable  by  writ  or  oath  of  party,  if  the  same  bo  not  pun 
within  five  years  after  the  making  of  the  bargain." 

I.  Scope  and  Effect  of  this  Prescription, 

§  465.  The  prescriptions  which  this  statute  introduced  s 
logons  to  the  sexennial  and  triennial  prescriptions.  The  A( 
with  two  different  groups  of  cases,  viz.,  Ist,  ministers'  st 
multures,  and  mails  and  duties,  the  first  of  which  atwayi 
upon  writing,  the  others  being  often,  but  not  always,  so 
tutcd : — and  2d,  verbal  bargains  coneeming  moveables  or  f 
money.  It  makes  the  preservation  of  the  ordinary  mode  o 
of  these  several  claims  conditional  on  the  creditor  raising  hie 
within  five  years  ;  and  in  tlje  event  of  his  failing  to  do  so,  i' 
his  proof  to  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath,  and  fixes  on  him  tho 
of  proving  the  subsistence,  as  well  as  the  constitution,  of  tl 
gation. 

§  466.  The  Act  applies  to  " stipends"  although  the  chai 
vacant  during  the  time  for  which  they  wore  payable  (a), 
held  not  to  affect  teind  duties  in  the  bauds  of  the  titular  (A) 
right  of  a  patron  who  had  paid  ann  to  the  minister's  represen' 
and  expended  vacant  stipend  on  pious  objects,  to  recover  fri 
other  heritors  their  proportions  of  such  payments  (c). 


(o)  Oloug  V.  Mttcintoeh,  1753,  M.,  11,063;  Elch.,  "Stipend."  No.  8,  8,  C 
a,  7.  20.  (4)  llumilton  v.  Herriea,  1683,  M.,  11,061,  (r)  G 

Fate.  1799.  M.,  11,063,     The  [iftpnente  linil  heen  made  by  tho  tutor  of  tho  pnl 
wna  iiiBane ;  and  the  action  of  relief  woa  nt  the  iiutADce  of  the  patron's  repriN 
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§  467.  "  Mails  and  duties  "  prescribe  whether  the  lease  is  writ- 
ten or  verbal  (d),  and  whether  it  is  of  a  rural  or  an  urban  tene- 
ment (e).  The  rule  applies  where  the  whole  of  an  estate  is  let  on 
lease  (/);  but  not  where  the  mails  and  duties  of  a  property  are 
farmed  out;  as  the  Act  only  contemplates  rents  payable  by  tenants 
in  the  natural  possession  (g).  One  who  had  not  possessed  under 
lease  from  the  proprietor,  but  by  intrusion  under  a  pretended  right, 
is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Act  (A).  And  where  a  fiar, 
holding  a  lease  from  the  liferenter,  had  after  the  lessor's  death  en- 
tered into  possession  as  proprietor,  the  Court  refused  to  apply  the 
statutory  rule  in  an  action  against  him  for  arrears  raised  more  than 
five  years  after  the  lease  had  expired  (i).  It  was  pleaded  that  he 
had  not  removed  from  the  land ;  but  the  chief  ratio  decidendi  was, 
that  he  was  not  truly  a  tenant  in  the  sense  of  the  Act.  Where 
the  partners  of  a  company  for  manufacturing  paper  were  lessees  of 
a  certain  paper  mill,  and  one  of  them  procured  an  assignation  from 
the  others  of  their  interests  in  the  lease,  machinery,  and  trading 
stock,  on  his  obligation  to  relieve  them  of  the  rent,  and  to  pay 
them  certain  shares  of  the  profits ;  in  an  action  by  one  of  these 
partners  against  the  heir  of  the  assignee  for  arrears  of  the  pursuer's 
share  of  profits,  the  Court  held  that  they  fell  under  the  quinquen- 
nial prescription  (i).     But  the  decision  may  be  questioned. 

§  468.  This  prescription  does  not  affect  arrears  due  by  tenants 
continuing  in  possession;  because  its  currency  only  commences 
from  the  tenant's  removal  (Z).  It  was  held  not  to  apply  where  a 
tenant  remaining  in  possession  was  sued  by  a  former  proprietor  for 
arrears  due  five  years  before  the  estate  had  been  sold  (m).  It  holds, 
however,  where  the  tenant  "  ran  away  out  of  the  country,"  as  well 
as  when  he  removed  in  the  ordinary  way  {n). 

The  statute  may  be  pleaded  by  the  tenant's  cautioner  (o). 

§  469.  The  prescription  of  "  ail  bargains  concerning  moveables 
or  sums  of  money  proveaile  by  witnesses "  has  evidently  been  de- 

The  plea  of  prescription  was  resisted  on  the  ground  of  the  patron's  insanity ;  but  the 
rafw  deddmcU  was,  that  the  tutor  in  making  the  payments  in  question  was  to  be  oonsi- 
<iered  as  negotiorum  gestor  for  the  heritors.  (d)  Nisbet  u.  Baikie,  1729,  M., 

Il,a5ft-Lyle  v,  Crichton,  1694,  4  B.  Sup.,  158.  (e)  Boyes  v.  Henderson,  1828, 

2  S.,  190.    The  subject  here  was  a  brewery.  (/)  Fairholm  ».  Livingston,  1726, 

M.,  11,058.    On  this  point  correct  Ersk.,  8,  7,  28,  by  Ivory's  Note,  866,  to  ib. 

(g)  Nisbet  v,  Baikie,  «;>fa— Bankt.,  2,  12,  29.  (A)  Robertson  v,  Macintosh, 

1688,  M.,  11,058.  (0  Murray  r.  Trotter,  1709,  M.,  11,054.  {k)  Daes  v. 

Somgall,  1710,  M.,  11,056.  (Q  Act  quoted  tupra,  §  464.  (m)  Strahom 

•.  Cmmingham,  1789,  M.,  11.059.  (n)  Macintosh  v,  BaiUie,  1768,  Elch.  Notes, 

"Prescription,"  No.  86.  (o)  Duflf  i;  Innes,  1771,  M.,  11,069. 
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signed  to  cover  those  iudei>emleiit  mercantile  transactions  i 
moveables,  which,  from  not  being  parts  of  current  accon 
not  protected  by  the  triennial  prescription.  It  includes,  for 
a  verbal  contract  of  sale  of  a  cow  (p),  or  a  lot  of  sheep  ( 
bal  bargain  to  take  the  stocking  on  a  farm  at  a  valuatioi 
a  verbal  bargain  to  deliver  grain  (/)  ;  in  fact,  "  all  sales, 
and  other  consensual  contracts  concerning  moveables,  to 
Btitution  of  which  writing  is  not  necessary  "  («).  But  it 
embrace  a  claim  for  the  value  of  goods  unwarrantably  c 
without  an  agreement  {x)  \  or  a  claim  for  the  balance  of 
of  goods  which  had  been  consigned  with  the  defender  ir 
of  money  advanced  (y) ;  or  an  action  of  accounting  by  a 
against  a  commission-agent  to  whom  he  had  consigned 
And  a  verbal  bargain  made  at  the  commencement  of  a 
years'  lease,  regarding  the  mode  of  disposing  of  the  dung 
raination,  was  held  not  to  come  under  the  statute,  as  nc 
could  have  been  made  on  the  contract  till  long  after  the 
the  five  years  (o).  Again,  where  on  the  death  of  a  I 
March  1827,  Iuh  son  succeeded  to  the  lease  and  his  daugh 
the  moveables ;  and  where  the  seed  for  crop  1827  was 
from  crop  1826  which  belonged  to  the  daughters,  and  t 
labour  for  1827  was  performed  by  their  horses ;  and  wher 
1827  the  son  ttiok  the  stock  from  his  sisters  under  a  writt 
ment  and  valuation,  in  which  nothing  was  said  about  the 
seed  and  labour ;  and  where  the  son  having  died  in  1842, 
was  sequestrated  in  1848,  without  the  sum  in  the  written 
having  been  paid  ;  the  Court  hold  that  a  claim  by  the 
for  the  value  of  the  seed  and  labour  did  not  fall  under  the 
rale  (6). 

§  470.  The  statute  was  evidently  not  meant  to  app 
gains  which  are  constituted  by  writing,  and  it  has  the 
ceived  that  interpretation  (c).  But  where  the  pursuer  of 
for  the  price  of  grain  alleged  to  have  been  furnished  more 

{p]  Nolilea  1^  Amutrong.  illb  June  1813,  F.  C.  (r)  Ewart  d.  H 

H.,  11,067— Moffat  v.  Moffat,  1787,  M.,  18,214.  (*)  Lawaon  v.  M 

D.,  603.  (I)  Whjte  V.  Spence.  1653,  M.,  11.065— Sou theek  w.  Rede 

11,066 :  12,320.  (u)  Erak.,  8,  7,  20.  (i)  BwllJe  v.  Youug, 

*72.  (y)  MaofnrlanB  v.  Brown,  1927,  5  S.,  205,  (i)  , 

MaetinlKy,  1851.  14  D.,  162.  (a)  Wilson  f.  Swan.  1805,  Hume  1 

Cfi)  Qttira  V.  Tuylor.  1849.  11  D..  1244,  (c)  Southesk  f.  E(jd( 

11,066;  12,826,  S.  C— Huutet  v.  ThomKon,  1848.  6  D..  1285.  See  nli 
Spence,  1688,  M.,  11,06C— Camerou  u,  Camoron,  1801,  Hnine  D,.  472. 
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■fl  before,  founded  on  a  written  contract  between  him  and  the 
nder  for  a  sale  of  the  grain  at  a  certain  price,  and  offered  to 
'e  by  witnesses  that  the  grain  had  been  delivered,  the  Court  re- 
ed him  to  prove  delivery  (being  the  essential  condition  of  the 
3;atioQ)  by  the  defender's  writ  or  oath  (d). 

i  471.  It  is  a  condition  of  these  prescriptions  that  the  debt  has 
been  "  pursued"  within  the  five  years  (e),  A  petition  for  se- 
itration  of  rent  past  due  will  save  it  from  prescribing  (/)  ;  but 
leatration  raised  currente  termino,  in  order  to  secure  rent  not 
exigible,  will  not  have  this  effect  (g).  Where  before  the  expiry 
le  five  years  the  landlord  stated  his  claim  for  arrears  a.e  a  set-off 
nst  a  claim  by  the  tenant,  the  Court  held  that  be  had  thereby 
uded  the  prescription,  as  if  he  had  raised  action  to  recover  pay- 
t  (A).  But  where  a  landlord  in  defence  to  an  action  by  his 
.nt  pleaded  compensation  upon  rent  which  had  been  due  for  five 
■a,  the  Court  applied  the  statutory  rule,  because  compensation 
I  not  operate  until  it  is  pleaded  (i), 

}  472.  The  prescriptions  introduced  by  this  statute  do  not  run 
nst  minors  during  their  minority  {k). 

II.  Provinff  the  Debt  after  it  has  incurred  Prescription. 

}  473.  After  the  ministers'  stipends,  multures,  and  mails  and 
es  have  prescribed,  the  creditor  must  prove  that  they  are  rest^ 
owing  by  his  debtor's  writ  or  oath  on  reference  {I).  And  the 
ciple  holds  here  as  well  as  in  the  sexennial  prescription,  that 
defender  is  not  obliged  expressly  to  depone  that  he  paid.  As 
pursuer  must  prove  re  sting-owing,  the  defender's  general  denieil 
liat  fact  will  protect  him,  provided  it  is  founded  on  statements 
ch  import  non-subsistence  {m).  Accordingly,  where  a  tenant, 
I  for  prescribed  rents,  deponed  that  there  bad  been  two  roups  of 

I)  Sauthesk  v.  Bedd;,  tupra.  {»)  Act  quoted  (upm,  J  4S1.    As  to  the 

ling  of  the  term  "  poisued  "  see  tupm,  }  4S0,  tt  itq..  and  infra,  ^  4B8. 
f)  Hogg  V.  Low,  1826,  4  S.,  702.  {g)  Cochrane  p.  Fergnson,  1B30,  8  S., 

The  petitioD  for  sequestrstion  prayed  for  decree  of  payment  when  the  tent  should 
ne  due.  (A)  liocdoDald  e.  Jackson,  1626,  5  S.,  '2S— Nicolaon  d.  MacaliBtai'e 

1632, 10  S.,  TBS.     See  also  Sloane  c.  Birtwistle,  1827,  S  S.,  T42. 
i)  MacMntoBh  u.  Baillie,  1768,  Elch.,  "  PreBoription,"  No.  86— Marwell  e.  Herriea, 
.U..  11,218;  2677,  S.C.— Dickson  u.Macauley,  1681,  M.,  11,090. 
t)  1669,  c.  9,  adfinem,  (1)  Act  qDoted  mpra,  \  464.  (n)  .Supni, 
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bis  crop  and  stocking,  which  had  been  attended  by  a  i>ersoii 
half  uf  tlic  landloni,  and  with  the  proceeds  of  which  he  und 
that  the  rent  had  lioen  paid,  resting-owing  waa  hold  no 
provud  («),  In  this  case,  also,  the  Court  refused  to  hold  tl 
cipul  tenant  liable-  for  admissions  mado  on  oath  by  his  caiitio 

§  474.  Payment  of  interest,  if  mado  after  the  prescript 
run,  and  if  instructed  by  the  defouder'e  writ,  will  prove 
owing  (/)).  But  payments  of  iutercst,  and  mvlto  mqjvs  jKirt 
ments  of  the  arrears,  if  made  within  the  five  years,  do  not 
the  requirement  of  the  statute  (r).  Nor  will  ai)y  pajtuont  hi 
effect  unices  it  is  admitted  on  record,  or  is  proved  by  the  wri 
debtor  or  some  one  authorised  to  bind  liim  (s), 

§  475.  There  is  a  considerable  distinction  in  the  termi 
Act  as  to  proving  the  debts  referred  to  in  the  preceding  part 
and  proving  verbal  burgaius,  after  the  five  years  Iiavo  run ;  P 
the  former  must  be  proved  by  the  defender's  writ  or  oath  to 
ing-owing,  the  enactment  as  to  the  latter  is,  that  they  shall 
proveable  by  vrrit  or  oath  of  party,  if  tiiey  be  not  pursued  fi 
in  the  statutory  period.  The  Court,  however,  have  coustri 
provision  to  mean  that  when  a  verbal  baigain  is  not  sued  u 
aft«r  it  has  incurred  prescription,  the  pursuer  must  refer  to 
fender's  oath  its  subsistence  as  well  as  its  constitution  (().  ] 
to  he  an  open  question,  whether  the  pursuer,  having  written 
the  bargain,  is  bound  to  prove  by  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath  1 
obligation  therein  is  subsisting  (m).  Had  it  not  been  for 
cisions  as  to  what  the  oath  must  embrace,  there  would  ha 
little  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  defender's  writ  proving 
the  constitution  of  the  bargain  is  sufficient.  But  from  tli 
"  writ  or  oatli "  of  i)arty  occurring  in  the  same  connection,  i 
questionable  to  apply  different  rules  as  to  tlie  facte  wliich  th 
respectively  prove  (x).     In  this  view  it  is  still  doubtful  ■ 

(n)  Cochriuie  v.  Feripiauo,  1831,  9  S.,  501.  8e«  also  Ueddlo  o.  Baikie,  1 
1264.  (o)  TIiB  cautiuuer  was  heed  utider  the  BepteuniKl  lituitatin 

(_p)  Soe  tu^ro,  g  4:<0.  (r)  Niubct  d.  BaiUe,  17:^9,  M.,  ll.OSU— nq 

(i)  Supra,  i  460,  et  leq.  {I)  Caiupbell  v.  Giiersou,  1848.  10  D..  3G1- 

Sjionco,  laSS,  M.,  Il,0ti5— Noblea  «.  Armstrong,  11th  June  1813,  F.  C. 

(u)  See  per  L.  JuBticc-Clcrk  in  CampbeU  d.  OriDnLon,  «u^ro. 

(i)  Uwill  bo  obaBTved  Umt  the  term  "writ"  of  party  ae  iisod  in  the  t 
meant  to  incrlude  proi«i  written  confltitntion  of  tho  contract.  Buigains  w 
been  reilnced  to  writing  are  not  "  proveable  by  witnesses,"  luid,  as  already  ob 
not  tamo  wiLliin  the  sUtatory  ruli;.  Tbo  Act.  liowevcr,  Beems  to  provide  fur  i 
a  verbal  bargain  being  proved  by  the  party's  writings  a pml/ac'o;  and  the  qi 
whether  after  the  Ave  years  tboee  mast  prove  not  only  its  conatiCution,  but  al 
liskiiioo. 
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statutory  proof  la  completed  by  the  defender's  writ  admitting 
bargain,  but  dat«d  before  tbo  five  years  expired. 


lAPTER  V. — OF  THE  TRIENNIAL  PBESCRIPTION  OF  MERCHANT'S 
ACCOUNTS,  &0. 

§  476.  This  is  tlie  oldest,  and  probably  the  most  important,  of 
sliorter  prescriptions  of  Scotch  law.  It  was  introduced  by  the 
,  1579,  c,  83  ;  which  statuted  and  ordained  "  that  all  actions  of 
t  for  house  mails,  men's  ordinars,  servants'  fees,  merchants' 
ipts,  and  other  the  like  debts,  that  are  not  founded  upon  written 
gations,  be  pursued  ■nithin  three  years,  otherwise  the  creditor 
II  have  no  action,  except  he  either  prove  by  writ  or  by  oath  of 
[iarty."  These  few  words,  which  compose  the  whole  of  this 
rt  and  pithy  statute,  have  given  rise  to  many,  and  not  very  uni- 
n,  decisions. 


I.  Scope  and  Effect  of  this  Prescription. 


§  477.  In  its  principle  and  effect  this  prescription  is  similar  to 
quinquennial  and  sexennial  prescriptions,  of  which  it  was  the 
irunner.  It  is  designed  for  preventing  debts  which  are  usually 
;!ed  within  a  short  time  after  they  are  incurred,  from  being 
intained  and  proved  by  loose  and  untrustworthy  evidence,  when 
means  of  either  contradicting  such  proof  of  their  constitution, 
if  proving  their  discharge,  may  have  been  lost  through  lapse  of 

e.  With  this  object  the  statute  limits  the  competency  of  a 
of  prout  de  Jure  to  cases  where  action  is  raised  within  tiiree 
rs  after  the  debt  has  been  incurred ;  and  if  action  is  not  raised 
after  tliat  period,  it  requires  the  creditor  to  prove  his  case  by 
debtor's  writ  or  oath.    This  prescription  therefore  does  not  pro- 

d  on  any  presumption  of  relinquishment ;  for  the  debt  may  be 
ved  by  the  statutory  evidence  any  time  within  the  years  of  the 
g  negative  prescription.     It  is  founded  on  reasons  of  public  po- 

f,  proceeding  on  the  presumption  that,  if  the  debts  wliich  it  spc- 
es  hiivu  not  been  sued  for  within  three  years,  they  have  either 
■  been  incurred,  or  have  been  dischai^ed ;  and  it  determines  by 
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a  peremptory  rule  the  only  kind  of  evidence  by  which  the  conti 
may  he  proved, 

§  478.  The  Act  has  been  liberally  interpreted  in  regard  to 
debts  to  which  it  applies.  This  has  necessarily  arisen  from 
containing  not  only  a  pretty  wide  enumeration,  but  adding  " 
like  debts,"  thereby  leaving  to  the  Court  to  extend  its  apphca 
to  analogous  cases.  The  want  of  precision  in  this  expression 
occasioned  some  conflict  in  the  decisions,  in  consequence  of  diffe; 
judges  being  differently  impressed  as  to  the  degree  of  simila 
between  certain  debts  and  those  enumerated  in  the  statute  (a).' 

§  479.  "  Home  mails  "  comprehend  only  the  rents  of  subj 
properly  urban.  Arrears  of  rents  of  a  farm  (b),  or  of  a  minis 
glebe  land  (c),  are  not  included  under  the  term  "  the  like  del 
Where  the  lease  embraces  both  a  house  and  land,  the  ques 
whetlier  it  comes  under  the  statutory  rule  vnll  depend  on  whe 
the  house  is  accessory  to  the  land,  as  in  ordinary  farms ;  or  whe 
the  land  is  accessory  to  the  house,  as  in  country  villas. 

Each  term's  rent  prescribes  from  the  time  when  it  falls  due, 
without  regard  to  whether  the  tenant  continues  in  possessio 
removes  (d). 

§480.  "Men's  ordinars "  mean  entertainment  furnished  1 
tavern-keeper,  or  in  a  boarding-house  (e).  And  "the  hke  del 
include  arrears  of  aliment  due  under  a  contract  {/).'  But  ch 
made  by  the  mother  of  a  bastard  child  against  the  father  for  an 
of  its  aliment  are  not  included ;  because  the  act  only  contempl 
claims  founded  on  contract,  whereas  the  father's  debt  arises  oi 
natural  obligation,  and  the  mother's  claim  is  for  reUef  of  eums  w' 


(a)  See 'per  Lords  Fullerton  and  Haclietizie  in  Blackaddere,  Hilne,  1861,  1 
820,  and,  per  toid.,  in  M'Kay  «.  Cfumichttel.  1851,  14  D.,  207.  (i)  H 

Fleming,  1627,  M.,  12,  735.  (c)  Minister  of  Kilbucko,  1628,  M.,  11,088 

[d)  Cuming's  Tr.  v.  Simpson,  1825,  3  S.,  645— t'ergusnn  v.  Mair,  1737,  M.,  1 
— Ersk.,  8,  7,  17.  {«)  Forreat  v.  Carstair'a  Repa.,  1715,  M.,  11,098  ;  97! 

C— Thomson  c.  L.  Duncim.  1808,  Hume  D.,  466— Fraser  v,  M'KoiCch,  1838,  ] 
1046— See  also  Balfour  «.  Lanrtails,  1683,  Hare.,  216.  (/)  Hamilton  c. 

Ormiaton,  1716,  M.,  11,100— Lady  Canuficld  o.  D.  Gordon,  February  1714,  there 
—and  Cuming  e.  Andrew,  1722,  ih.— per  euriam  in  Thomson  v.  Westwood,  1842, 
SZZ— contra,  Irring  c.  Maiwell,  1687,  M..  11.092— Dick  e.  Gibeon,  there  noted." 

■  A  clnim  for  a  etatnbjry  nasesement,  Buch  ae  poor-rates,  cannot  be  met  by  th< 
fence  of  the  trienniiJ  prescription ;  Hntiro  v,  Graham,  1867.  20  D.,  72. 
"  Taj-lor  r.  Allordyce.  18C8,  20  D.,  401. 
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ivanced  on  his  behalf  (g).'  It  eeems  also  to  have  been  held 
he  Act  does  not  embrace  claims  for  payment  of  aliment  fnr- 
3  to  a  minor,  which  are  rather  like  advances  by  a  negottorum 
■  than  entertainment  furnished  by  an  innkeeper  under  a  con- 
(k).  There  is  some  doubt,  however,  as  to  what  claims  for 
nt  fall  under  the  statute  (i). 

181,  When  an  ahmentary  debt  is  within  the  Act,  each  term's 
ent  prescribes  from  the  time  when  it  became  payable  (ft), 
where  the  two  first  items  in  a  continuous  account  were  for 
and  lodging  for  a  certain  number  of  weeks  at  a  specified  rate, 
he  rest  was  for  furnishings  (chiefly  of  provisions),  the  Court 
1  not  treat  the  entries  for  board  as  part  of  the  account,  but 
that  they  incurred  prescription  independently  (Q. 
482,  " Servant^  fees"  &iiA  "  ^e  like  debts "  comprehend  not 
the  wages  of  an  ordinary  servant  (m),  but  also  the  yearly  sum 
]le  to  an  apprentice  under  his  indenture  (n),  and  the  salaries 
jer  remuneration  of  persons  employed  in  higher  situations — 
i.  factor  (o),  a  chamberlain  and  grieve  {p),  and  one  who  ac- 
lanied  his  employer  in  his  travels  abroad,  kept  his  accounts, 
lishursed  his  money  (r).  And  a  claim  for  remuneration  of 
ces  rendered  by  the  pursuer  to  the  defender,  on  the  footing  of 
eing  remunerated,  falls  under  the  statute,  although  an  express 
■act  of  service  be  not  averred  (s).  But  the  Act  was  held  not  to 
de  the  arrears  of  salary  due  by  heritors  to  their  parochial 


Thomaon  p.  Westwood,  1842,  4  D.,  883— PinlayBon  i>.  Gown,  7th  July  1809,  V. 
'DowaU  tp.  M'Lnrg,  1807,  M.,  "  Prescription,"  No.  6— Butchsrt  v.  Ireland,  1889, 
1128,  per  L.  (Ordinary)  Fullerion— Thorn  v.  Jardine,  1886,  14  S.,  1004,  ptr  eund. 
M  Arbuthnot  u.  Symon,  18S4,  12  S.,  690— Patarson  v.  Cochrane,  1758,  M.,  11,080 
TO,  Forayth  u.  Simpson,  I79I,  M.,  11,081,  BeU's  Octavo  Ca.,  861.» 
I  DaYidson  v.  Watson,  1740,  Cr.  and  St.,  288,  teveraing  M.,  11,077— per  L.  (Ordi- 
Fullerton  iu  Thorn  v.  Jardine,  lupra.  But  see  apinions  of  judges  in  Thomson  «. 
food,  mpra— and  «m(TO,  Galloway  t.  Galloway,  1790,  M.,  11,122. 
See  cases  in  preceding  notes.  (*)  Ersk.,  3.  7,  17 — Forrest  p.  Catstair's 

1716,  M.,  9713 ;  11,098,  S.  C.  (J)  Fraaer  e.  M'Keitoh,  1888,  16  S., 

(m)  M'DougaU  v.  Campbell,  1888,  7  w!  S.,  19  ;  sffltming  8  S.,  959. 
)  Crawford  v.  Simpson,  1731,  M.,  11,102.  (o)  Smith's  Children  f.  E. 

o.  1714,  M.,  11,000 ;  4062.  S.  C.  (p  Ross  v.  Muster  of  Saltoun,  1680, 

1,089.  (r)  Robertson  e.  Marq.  Annandale,  1740,  Cr.  and  St,  293. 

)  Alcocli  V.  Easson,  1842,  5  D.,  866— Smellie  v.  Miller,  1886,  14  8.,  12— Stnellie 
ibrane,  1886,  13  B.,  644— Shepherd  v.  Meldnm,  1812,  Hume  D.,  394. 


3  Moncrieff  v.  Wnugh,  1869,  21  D.,  216. 
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schoolmaster  {t),  or  arrears  of  pay  when  claimed  hy  a  stLildi 
his  officer,  to  whom  the  Bunio  was  payahlc  by  govommeot  ( 

§  483.  When  wages  fiill  under  the  Act,  each  term's  ] 
proBcrilicB  mdependently  as  it  becomes  due  (a:). 

§  484.  "  MfTchanta  Vompta  "  mean  primarily  accounts 
hi  shoiikeepers,  or  sellers  of  wares  on  credit  (y).  The  term 
ncction  with  the  general  phrase  of  "  the  like  debts,"  emb: 
counts  to  dealers  whether  wholesale  or  retail  (a) ;  to  artiiii 
furnish  labour,  not  goods  (n) ;  and  to  surgeons  and  apotheci 
and,  generally,  all  accounts  for  furnishings,  labour,  and  i 
which  are  apt  to  run  into  credit,  and  which,  bemg  contract 
out  writing,  are  likely  to  be  discharged  without  that  fonni 
The  statute  was  held  to  include  a  claim  by  a  sub-coutnictoi 
the  principal  contractor  for  the  cost  of  work  iji  excava 
foundations  of  a  building,  at  a  specified  rate  per  yard,  und< 
bal  contract  (rf).  Baron  Hume  reports  a  case  where  an  a 
for  8U(>erin tending  a  contract  to  build  houses  was  held  not 
prescription  (c).  But  this  decision  is  more  than  questions 
Accounts  to  printers  (g),  surveyors  (A),  and  law-agents  (; 
under  the  general  clausu  in  the  Act ;  and  the  same  rule  ! 
applied  to  an  annual  factor  fee  for  managing  the  affairs  of 


{0  Nicolson  1-.  Monro.  IT47.  M.,  11,080.  The  sossion  pnpers  sliow  tbat  I 
woi  i.paroehial  Bchoolmastor.  (u)  Gmbatn  v.  E.  LsTen,  1709,  M., 

(i)  1  BeU's  Com.,  331— Douglas  c  D.  of  ArgyU,  1780,  M.,  11,102— Rot 
of  Saltuuu,  1380,  M.,  11,089.  (y)  "  A  morcbatit  in  Scotch  jihraae 

or  shopkeeper,  like  the  French  narehand.  a  pelson  wbo  sells  articles  nsnall; 
to  day  on  credit,  but  od  short  credit ";  per  L.  FuUertou  in  M'Kinlnj  i>.  M'Ki 
14  a.  104.  {»)  Ord  0.  Doffs,  I6S0.  M.,  11,083— Bnice  r.  Jack,  1670, 

609- Rusael  v.  E.  Argyll,  1610,  M.,  11,082— Erak.,  3,  7,  17.  (a)   Bi 

M.,  11,092— Tweedie  ».  Willinmsou,  1694,  M.,  ib,  (i)  Ecgk.,  3,  7. 1 

Com.,  361— See  MacdowaU  v.  Lonilon,  1849,  12  D.,  170.  (c)  1 

tupni.  Hi  Bell  abserves,  thst  as  the  payment  of  money  cannot  in  Scotlani 
by  parole,  while  ttie  furoiahing  of  goods  nay  be  so  proved,  the  Act  was  inti 
presomptioti,  to  protect  persons  dealing  with  retail  merchontB,  and  those  ii 
situation,  from  a  suound  demand.  As  to  the  atatute  introducing  a  preen 
mpra,  J  406.  (d )  M'Kay  n.  Carmiehnel,  1861,  14  D..  207,  and  ^ 

(c)  DooaldBon  v.  Ewiug.  1819,  Hume  D.,  461.  (/)  See  |ier  I 

in  Blacfcfldder  v.  Milue.  1861.  18  D.,  820.  (j,)  Neill  4  Co.  v.  Ho[ 

12  D..  618.  (A)  Stevenson  «.  Kyle,  1850,  12  D.,  678.  (, 

7,  n-1  Bell'a  Com.,  881— SomerviUe  d.  Mnirhead's  Exa..  1676.  M.,  11,087- 
M'Kenzio,  16B6,  4  B.  Sup..  271— Campbell  v.  Slflin,  2Sd  Nov,  1813,  F.  C. ; 
Dow.  116— Ker  v.  Mag.  of  Kirkwall,  1827,  6  a,  802— ■Waaiace  v.  M-Kisioek, 
642— Napier  e.  Balfour,  1886.  13  S..  BG3— Moncrieff  r.  Durham.  1886.  1- 
M-Andraw  p.  Hunter,  1861,  18  D.,  1111— CuLoaf.  8mpal,  1868, 16  D.,  86S. 
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d  (J)\  to  a,  claim  for  remuneration  by  a  clerk  to  a  submis- 
[k) ;  and  to  a  commisEiou  for  cash  advancGB,  when  forming 
jf  a  law-agent's  account  (/).* 

485.  The  statute,  however,  does  not  embrace  all  niercaniile 
Jita  («»)■  It 's  beld  not  to  include  a  claim  for  the  price  under 
jlated  sale  of  gooda  (h);*  and  whether  it  applies  to  a  number 
icles  sold  under  one  contract,  but  delivered  at  different  times, 
ibtful  (o).  lu  a  case  already  mentioned,  where  two  daughters 
leceoscd  farmer  claimed  in  the  sequestration  of  bis  sou's  estate 
alue  of  seed  which  had  been  supplied  to  the  eon  from  crops 
giug  to  them,  and  of  labour  poribrmcd  by  their  horses ;  the 
je's  defence  of  prescription  was  repelled  (p).  Accounts  for 
advances  do  not  come  within  the  Act  (*■).  Consequently, 
.  a  law-agent's  account  includes  both  cash  advances  and  busi- 
charges,  the  prescription  is  held  to  run  against  the  latter,  and 
Lgainst  the  former  (a).  If,  however,  the  cash  payments  are 
ly  accessory  to  the  business  charges,  and  such  as  usually  oc- 
1  business  accounts,  the  Court  wiU  not  allow  them  to  he  picked 
rom  among  the  items  of  professional  charge,  hut  will  apply 

I  Gmbb  B.  PorteouB.  1830,  13  S.,  603.  (i)  Furquharsan  n.  H.  M.  Advo- 

2d  July  1754.  M.,  11.108,  inaccuratelj  noticed  bj  Eiak.,  3,  7,  17. 
Scolt  r.  Grcgory-B  Tr..  1832,  10  S.,  376,  (m)  On  tlio  differenco  be- 

uttr/Mnii'  ttxounta  aud  mercantilt  mxomitB,  Bee  per  L.  Fullertua  !□  M'Kinlaj  u. 
lay.  1861,  14  D..  164.  nyro  (y).  (n)  Baird  u.  Montgomery,  1688,  M.. 

— Ewart  c.  Murray,  1730,  M.,  11,067— M'Gregor  t.  Stewart,  1811,  Hume  D., 
imith  I'.  Millei,  1827,  6  S.,  836.  (d)  In  Bruce  b.  Juak,  1670,  1  U.  Sup., 

le  dtahitp  was  beld  to  npply  to  such  a  ca«e.  But  in  M'Dougall  u.  Campbell,  1833, 
G» ;  TW.  S.,  19.  [lie  Couit  of  Seoiion  beld  that  a  claim  foi  tlie  price  of  cattle  Buld 
liverv<l  ill  this  way.  and  furmiug  pact  of  an  lurcount  which  embtaccd  cash  advances 
iux  itemB,  fell  under  the  statato.  Lord  Chanuellor  Brongbam  considered  the 
ioubtful,  and  r<!seryed  it  by  deciding  the  case  on  other  grouudii. 
)  Quire  e.  Taylor,  1849,  11  D.,  1244,  nipra.  §  4H0.  (r)  Smith  u.  Bell. 

r  8,.  771— Ker  v.  Mag.  of  Kirkwall,  1827,  5  S.,  802—  Patereon  v.  M'Kenzie.  1825, 
20— Moncrietr  u.  Dnrham,  1638,  H  B.,  830.  (»)  Moncrieff  u.  Durham, 

-Ker  V.  Mag.  of  Kirkwull.  rapra. 

InJ  to  an  acwnuil  to  lui  engraver  for  preparing  inirlinmuutury  pinna  of  n  projected 
y:  Johnston  v.  Scott,  I8(iO,  22  D.,  393. 

iVhere  preecription  was  pleaded  in  defence  to  a  claim  for  the  price  uf  commoditiea 
were  all  FiiTnlshed  at  one  time,  more  than  three  and  n'ithin  Ava  years  prior  to 
tion,  the  pursuer  pleaded  that  the  triennial  preaerjplioc  did  net  apply  to  an  ao- 
for  a  single  fomishing.  but  that  the  qiiinquenaial  prescrijition  would  have  applied 
ic  fire  years  elapBed.  But  Lord  Kinloch  rupolled  that  plea,  and  held  that  the  dis- 
iD  vaa  in  the  character  of  the  tnuiaaction.  not  the  number  of  furnialuDga  ;  and  ho 
nod  the  defence  of  tlio  triennial  proscription ;  Gobbi  t'.  Lan/aroui,  1869,  21  D., 
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§ 


the  statute  to  the  account  as  a  whole  (().'  So  an  account  ine 
to  a  newspaper  proprietor  for  advertising  prescribes,  althou( 
advanced  the  government  duty  («),  The  converse  also  of  the 
principle  would  seem  to  hold ;  so  that  business  charges,  and  tht 
when  occurring  iucideatally  in  an  account  which  does  no 
under  the  statute,  and  when  mixed  up  with  the  other  items  o 
account,  will  not  be  held  to  have  incurred  prescription  separate! 

§  486.  The  statute  includes  an  account  incurred  to  a  sol 
in  Loudon  employed  to  oppose  a  bill  in  Parliament  (y).  But  i 
a  Scotch  attorney  in  Exchequer  had  been  deputed  by  the  ge 
body  of  Scotch  distillers  to  attend  to  their  interests  in  reg£ 
certain  legislative  measures,  under  which  employment  he  perfo 
several  journeys  to  London,  and  was  otherwise  much  occupi 
the  business,  the  Court,  in  three  casca,  held  that  his  claim  f< 
muneration  did  not  come  within  the  statute,  because  the  but 
was  of  a  special  character,  arisingex  mandalo,  and  not  falling  ¥ 
the  ordinary  business  of  the  pursuer  as  a  Scotch  legal  pract 
er  (z).  The  authority  of  these  decisions  was  recognised  in  a  s 
quent  case,  where  a  claim  by  an  engineer,  who  had  been  emp 
as  a  skilled  witness  on  a  water  company's  hill,  v/as  considered 
majority  of  the  whole  Court  not  to  fall  within  the  triennial 
scription  (a).  It  was  not  necessary,  however,  to  decide  the 
expressly,  as  the  claim  was  "  founded  on  a  written  obligation. 

§  i87.  The  Act  only  strikes  at  accounts  as  between  mer 
and  customer,  or  employer  and  employee.  It  does  not  inclm 
counts  between  a  commission-agent  and  his  principal  (6),  c 
tween  the  general  body  of  owners  of  a  ship  and  one  of  then 
as  their  administrator  had  drawn  the  freights  (c) ;  or  accoun 

(()  See  Napier  v.  Bnlfour,  1836,  IS  S..  668.  See  abo  Hoteon  v.  Tluesliie,  1: 
a,  482.  (u)  RiibortaoD  r.Kojal  Association,  1840,  2  D.,  1343. 

(i)  So  held  in  Bojes'  Tr.  v.  Humiltoii,  301h  June  1820,  oa  reported  in  F.  C. 
De.  and  Aod.,  245.  But  see  this  cose  in  T  S.,  815.  See  aleo  Fatenon  v.  WdU 
Lords  BunnBtyne  and  Craigie),  10th  June  1812,  oa  noted  in  IS  D.,  825. 

(y)  Webster  v.  M'LeUan,  1862,  14  D.,  932— Deans  d.  Steels,  1858,  16  D.,  81 

(2)  Patereon  t>.  Walker,  13th  Novembei  1812— Walker  e.  Simpson,  Olh  Jno 
(l)Oth  noted  in  Blackadder  v.  Milne,  1851,  13  D.,  820,  and  in  Walker  v.  H'Naii 
—Walker  v.  M'Nair.  1882,  10  S.,  672 ;  6  De.  and  And.,  890,  S.  C.  (o) 

addet  v.  Milne,  nipra.  (i)  M'Kinlay  v.  M'Kiulay,  1851,  14  D.,  162— ^fn 

(c)  Butohart  v.  Moodie.  1781,  M.,  11,118 ;  Hailes,  886.  S.  C. 

*  The  question  whether  a  distinction  can  be  taken  between  buainess  charges  b 
agent  and  advances  made  by  htm  in  the  coarse  of  bnsinefa,  a«  regards  the  appl 
of  the  itatute,  has  been  raised  in  two  recent  eases — Lamoad's  Tmslaea  e.  Mer 
RichardKon,  Loch.  &  Moclaurin  v.  Belhavon — and  it<  now  under  coDsidoration 
Court  on  minutes  of  debate. 
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1  a  party  and  an  iulrumitter  with  his  funds  (d);  or  claims  hy 
7  against  one  who  had  received  his  money  as  hia  agent,  factor, 
isignee  (e);  or  claims  hy  a  mandatory  or  a  negotiorum.  geslor 
payment  of  advances  (/).  Indeed  no  accocrits  arising  out  of 
mtnicts  of  mandate,  or  negotiorum  gestio,  are  considered  to  lie 
g  "  the  like  debts"  to  accounts  by  a  merchant  against  his  cns- 
';  and  this  is  peculiarly  the  case  in  regard  to  accounts  be- 
1  commission-agent  and  employer,  which  were  hardly  known 
)Uand  at  the  time  when  the  Act  1579,  c.  83,  was  passed  ((/). 
(88.  Where  one  of  several  debtors  has  jiaid  a  merchant's  ac- 
,  his  claim  for  relief  against  a  correus  does  not  conio  imder  the 
lial  prescription  (A), 

t89.  In  two  cases  where  prescription  was  held  not  to  apply, 
ourt  seem  to  have  been  partly  influenced  hy  tlie  circnmatance 
he  accounts  wer^  between  foreign  merchants  (i).  But  as  they 
d  to  consignments  of  goods  to  commission-agents,  they  did  not 
within  the  statutory  rule.  The  circumstance  of  the  parties  to 
count  being  foreigners  is  now  held  not  to  prevent  it  from  pre- 

490.  With  regard  to  the  extent  to  which  merchants'  ac- 
s  and  tlie  like  debts  are  struck  at  by  the  statute,  it  seems  to 
been  held,  in  a  claim  hy  a  farmer  for  the  price  of  wool  and 
B  sold  yearly  to  a  merchant,  that  eacli  year's  sales  preecribetl 
endeiitly  of  the  others  {I).  But  whether  this  special  case  was 
ii  correctly  or  not,  the  general  nile  is  completely  established, 
the  [iresoription  of  merchants'  accounts  does  not  run  on  the 
separately,  but  on  the  whole  account  when  closed  (m).  And 
irrency  of  the  account  is  preserved  by  a  new  article  being  fur- 
A  within  three  years  of  the  preceding  item  (n) ;  unless  the  en- 

Maswell  o.  Wolsli,  1638,  M..  11,084, 

Frier  o.  Pateraon,  IB2C,  4  S.,  8B6— WaddeU  v.  Morton,  1826,  ib.,  170— M'Fac- 
Brown.  1827,  5  8.,  205— Hamiltoa  &  Co.  o.  Martia,  179S,  M.,  11,120— An di'njon 
i].I  r.  Wood,  1809,  Hume  D.,  467.  (/)  Dnimmond  «.  StHwart,  1740,  M., 

11,103.8.  C— Saddler  f.M'Loaa.  1794,  M.,  11,119:  BbU  a  Polio  Cb..  104,  S.  C. 
lb  v.  Porteoua.  1B36,  13  S..  G03.  (p)  M'Kiuky  i.  M'Kinlay,  lupra— 

on  &  Co.  p.  Murliii.  mpra.  (h)  Blund  u.  Short,  18^4,  a  S.,  419.     Bee  alao 

on  r.  Weslwood,  1842.  4  D.,  838— mpm,  i  480,  (g),  aod  mpra.  J  427. 
HsmiltiiQ  ft  Co.  V.  Martin,  eupra — Anderson  and  Child  u.  Wood,  nipni. 
Sei'  m/ra,  ?  62C.  tt  teg.,  and  per  L.  Cunninghame  in  M'Kinlay  o.  M-Kiaky.  lupra. 
Tod  V.  Wighlnian,  1699,  4  B.  Sup.,  468.    The  report  is  not  vary  cicfti. 

1  Btll's  Com.,  831;  Ersk,,  3.  7,  17— SomerviUe  v.  Mairhend,  1087,  M.,  11,067— 
566.  Bifl.  Dec.,  No.  818-Wliite  v.  Cnirie,  1829,  8  S.,  154.  Here  the  rale  in  the 
■a  applied,  although  <>Bcb  year's  funiisliingH  were  uddod  up  into  a  distinct  Bum  in 
ditoi'i  bookti,  and  interest  waa  charged  separately  on  I'ar.h  amount. 

MuaoD  r,  K.  Aberdeon,  1709.  M.,  11.094—1  Bell'ii  Com.,  332. 
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try  was  Diude  as  an  afterthought  to  escape  from  prescription  i 
unlcea  tLo  new  article  was  paid  for  separately,  and  bo  did  nc 
into  tlie  account  {p).  The  carrencj  of  the  account  is  preser 
the  lal«r  items,  if  originally  fumishod  on  credit,  although  pa 
for  thom  may  have  been  recovered  from  a  cotwus  of  tlie  defent 
Wliere  prescription  wae  pleaded  against  the  earlier  items  of 
count,  and  payment  of  later  items  had  been  recovered  from 
reus,  it  was  held  competent  to  refer  to  these  later  items  tc 
the  plea  of  preBcription,  although  they  had  not  been  L 
0.1  (.). 

§  491.  A  law-agent's  account,  divided  into  branches  app. 
to  the  different  matters  in  which  ho  is  employed,  prescribe 
continuous  account  [t).  And  tliia  hokla  as  to  a  claim  by  an 
burgh  agent  against  the  country  agent  who  employed  hi: 
though  the  account  be  divided  into  branches  applicable  1 
several  clients  (w).  But,  in  such  a  case,  the  Edinburgh  t 
claim  against  each  of  the  clients  individually  seems  not  to  h 
served  from  prescription  by  the  branches  which  apply  1 
others  (j). 

§  492,  An  account  is  not  held  to  be  continuous,  unless  ii 
due  by  the  same  debtor  to  the  same  creditor.  It  is  ther&fn- 
continued  by  an  article  furnished  by  the  debtor  to  the  credi 
place  of  the  opposite  (y).  The  account  is  also  closed  by  the  d' 
death,  and  is  not  continued  by  furnishings  to  his  widow  (z) 
preaentativc  (a).  It  is  an  open  question  whether  an  accon 
currod  to  an  individual  can  be  continued  by  one  to  a  firm  of 
he  becomes  a  member,  or  vice  versa  (b).  But  where  two  ao 
were  incurred  to  an  agent  individually  with  less  than  three 
between  thorn,  and  in  the  interval  the  client  incurred  an  a< 
to  a  company  of  which  the  agent  was  a  partner,  the  latter  ai 

(o)  Stewart  c.  Scott,  1844,  6  D.,  889— Gonlon  v.  Innw,  1826,  4  S.,  677. 
(p)  Beck  B.  Lettnnontii,  1831,  10  8.,  81.  (r)  Fiaher  v.  Ure.  1838,  14 

(.J  FiBlier  ».  Ure,  Mpra.  (()  Eldor  e.  Harailtoa.  1838.  11  S.,  691- 

».  Mareball.  182G,  8  S.,  829  (now  ed.).  (u)  Fisber  c.  Dre,  njpra. 

(*)  Sue  Fieher  v.  Urc,  tupra.  (y)  Rnmogo  v.  Charterifl,  1782,  M.,  1 

(i)  WilBon  V.  TontB,  1080,  M..  11.089— Lyon  p.  Mitchell,  1819,  Hume  D.,  4 
(a)  Kennedy  o.  Donal,l,  1741,  M.,  11,089;  6  B.  Sup.,  710,  S.  C— Cocl 
Hamilton,  1712,  Bob.  Ap.,  S2— L.  Ormiston  V.Hamilton.  1709,  M.,  11.098— 
Com.,  332  (MBfru,  Erek.,  8,  7.  17).     This  also  hoida  m  to  a  nicceoBor  litulo  b 
EMuT  D.  Hamilton,  1833,  11  S.,  QSl.  (i)  The  aecoout  tos  held  not  to 

tinnouB  bj  L.  (Ordinary)  OuiminghamB  in  Torrance  o.  BryBon,  1840,  3  D., 
quieaced  in) ;  bat  thia  ia  inestinneil  bj  L.  Hedwyn  in  Stewart  v.  Scott,  1844.  6 
And  in  Barker  b.  Ki]>[n;-n,  1841,  8  D.,  965,  the  Court,  in  the  speciiU  ciicnmstaiit 
it  contiuuDiaa.  but  waiv(>d  dclprmining  the  general  point. 
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not  to  interrupt  the  continuity  of  the  two  others,  bo  as  to 
I  firet  one  to  prescribe  independently  (e). 

It  is  a  condition  of  this  prescription  that  the  debts  to 
applies  be  "  vat  founded  upon  written  obligations;'  the  rea- 
mtly  being  that,  if  a  debt  is  constituted  by  writing,  the 
nality  will  likely  be  observed  in  discharging  it  (d).  This 
lal  rule  has  been  applied  to  cases  of  rent  under  a  written 
wages  under  a  written  contract  of  service  (/),  and  the  cost 
■work  under  a  written  contract  (^).  And  where  the  agent  for 
ompany  wrote  a  letter  to  an  engineer  stating  that  his  pro- 
attendance  would  be  required  in  London  by  the  company 
ain  time,  and  mentioning  a  certain  rate  of  remuneration, 
e  s^ent  supposed  would  suffice,  the  Court  held  that  the 
ook  the  case  out  of  the  statute  (A),  Again,  in  an  action 
i  price  of  sheep,  where  the  bargain  was  proved  by  the 
aluation  of  a  person  to  whom  the  parties  had  referred  the 
Etn  improbative  missive,  the  Court  held  that  the  case  did 
ander  either  the  triennial  or  the  quinquennial  prescrip- 

But  where  goods  were  merely  ordered  in  writing,  an 
■  the  price  of  them  is  held  not  to  come  within  the  statu- 
ption ;  because  the  "  obligation,"  in  so  far  as  it  stands  on 
riting,  is  inchoate  and  incomplete  (it).  And  on  the  same 
where  one  wrote  to  a  young  man,  desiring  him  to  come 
id  his  son  at  a  certain  fee,  the  Court  sustained  a  plea  of 
lial  prescription  in  an  action  for  the  arrears  (f).  An  op- 
;ision  was  pronounced  in  an  action  for  aliment  of  a  pupil, 
e  Court  held  to  come  within  the  exceptional  clause  of  the 
8  the  pupil  had  been  "  recommended  by  a  letter  of  his  fa- 
the  host  (m). 

LDce  IT.  BrfBou,  lupra.  (d)  Oq  this  see  1  BeU'e  Com..  8S2. 

ingi  Tr.  v.  Sim[HOD,  1826,  8  S.,  546.  (/)  M'Taviah  v.  Campbell, 

Jap.,  643.  Bee  Mucteniie  v.  T.  of  Burntisland,  1728,  M.,  11,102;  11,421, 
Hte  contra,  Crawford  v.  Simpaoa,  1781,  M.,  11,102.  (^)  Watson  n. 

all,  1711,  M..  11,095.     Se«  Hoteon  o.  Threahie,  1883,  11  8.,  482. 
kodder  «.  Milue,  1861,  13  D.,  820 ;  noticed  mpra,  i  46B. 
iron  V.  Cameron,  24th  June  1801,  Hume  D.,  4T2.  (*}  Cheap  v. 

'76,  M.,  11,111— Robs  v.  Shaw,  1784,  M.,  11,116— Donglaa  c  Grieraon,  1794, 
Bell's  Folio  Ca.,  97,  102,  8.  C— 1  BeU's  Com.,  382.  See  also  E.  Southesk 
1082,  M.,  11,066;  12,326,  S.  C— eonlro,  Dicltaoa  b.  M'Anlej,  1081,  M., 

1 B. ,  1756,  6  B,  Sup.,  840,  ({)  Ctaigievar's  Tutors  v.  Oraj, 

1,091.  (m)  Somerrwl  b-  Btretouno,  1649.  1  B.  Sup..  402. 
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I  495.  Where  an  accouut  for  furuisliiugs  by  tbe  ke 
lodging  and  eatiii/|;  house,  was  eued  upon  as  "  per  paS8-li 
menciDg  2(1  December  1833  and  ending  9th  Sejpt*!mb 
signed  by  the  defender ;  and  wliere  it  appeared  tliat  the  a 
if  genuine,  had  been  written  before  the  entries,  and  that 
been  filled  in  by  another  person  continuously;  the  Court 
there  was  no  writ  constituting  the  debt,  and  that  the  pr 
applied  (»).  The  case  waa  decided  on  its  special  circu 
and  without  settling  whether  a  properly  subscribed  acei 
i»  re  mcrccUori'a  might  be  received  as  a  written  constituti 
debt,  the  genuineness  of  the  subscription  (if  disputed)  bei 
by  parole. 

Where  a  master  mason  sued  road  trustees  for  the  pric 
executed  during  a  number  of  years,  partly  on  written  estii 
partly  on  verbal  orders,  the  whole  being  entered  in  a  gi 
count,  in  which  there  were  entries  of  partial  payments  i 
the  value  of  the  work  done  on  estimate,  the  Court  applied 
nial  prescription  to  the  account  as  a  whole,  and  would 
the  pursuer  to  pick  out  the  items  supported  by  writiu 
ground  that  they  fell  under  the  exceptional  clause  of  the  si 
It  does  not  appear  very  clearly  whether  the  Court  consid 
the  written  estimates  would  have  excluded  preecriptio 
point  had  arisen  purely. 

It  were  well  if  the  characteristics  of  the  "  written  ol 
which  the  statute  requires  were  defined  by^some  autborita 
ment ;  for  the  deciaiona  on  the  point  present  neither  bar 
definite  principle. 

g  496.  The  currency  of  this  prescription  is  not  imped 
crediter'a  minority  (jd), 

§  497.  The  Act  which  introduced  the  triennial  preset 
dained  that  all  actions  for  the  debts  to  which  it  refers  "  h 
within  three  years,  otherwise  the  creditor  shall  have  no  i 
cept  he  either  prove  by  writ  or  oath  of  his  party."  The. 
conflicting  constructions  of  this  enactment, 

On  the  one  hand,  it  is  said  that  the  Act  peremptori 
that  if  the  action  in  which  the  claim  is  made  was  not  rai 
the  three  years  expired,  the  proof  shall  he  limited  to  the 

(n)  Campbell  b.  Grant,  1S43,  C  D.,  755.  |o)  Hotson  v.  Thre» 

S„  482.  (p)  Brown  v.  BroJi?,  1700.  M.,  11.150—1  Beira  Cora.,  ; 
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oath;  and,  therefore,  the  only  points  to  be  regarded  are,  let, 
er  the  debt  falls  within  any  of  the  statutory  definitions  ? 
i,  Whether  the  particular  action  in  which  prescription  is 
I  waa  raised  before  the  three  years  had  expired  ?  This  view 
orted  by  obiter  dicta  in  several  cases  as  appearing  in  the  re- 

the  other  hand,  it  is  maintained  that  if  a  proper  action  for 
it  was  pursued  within  the  three  years,  the  prescription  is 
id ;  and  the  creditor  may  prove  his  claim  prout  de  Jure  in 
isequent  action,  although  raised  after  the  statutory  period 
pired.  This  view  is  favoured  by  several  cases  (s),  and  was 
ily  found  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the  statute  in  a  re^ 
id  highly  authoritative  decision  (f).     In  tliat  case  the  claim 

was  for  payment  of  an  account)  had  within  the  three  years 
idicially  pleaded  by  way  of  recompensation  in  an  action  at 
tance  of  the  creditor  in  the  account  against  the  debtor,  and 
)ng  with  other  questions  between  them,  been  the  subject  of 
ial  reference.     The  referee,  however,  died ;  and  on  an  action 

debt  being  raised  after  the  three  years  had  expired  (but 
t  any  undue  delay  on  the  part  of  the  creditor),  the  debtor 
[  the  triennial  prescription.  Founding  on  the  dicta  above 
oed,  he  maintained  that,  as  the  action  had  been  raised  after 
liry  of  the  three  years,  the  only  proof  competent  to  the  credi- 

the  debtor's  writ  or  oath.  But  the  Court  repelled  that  plea, 
Id  that  prescription  had  been  excluded  by  the  previous  pro- 
p.  The  grounds  of  decision  were,  Ist,  That  the  debtor's 
ent  to  refer  within  the  three  years  imported  a  waiver  of  the 

prescription,  and  barred  him,  p^raoncdi  exceptions,  from  that 


T  LoTds  Glenlee  and  Fitmill;  in  H'LueD  c.  Biiik,  1629,  T  S.,  488,  9— per  L. 
rk  Hope  in  Alcock  o.  Eawon.  1842,  5  D..  863— and  ptr  amd.  in  Cochrane  v. 
1841,  4  D.,  79.  (j)  Douglas,  Heron,  &  Co.  «.  RicbardBon,  1784,  M., 

(fat.  Bank  v.  Hope,  18ST,  16  8..  177.  See  also  Fenier  v.  Errol,  Sth  July  1811, 
ted  ntpra.  J  481.  (()  Lamb  v.  Dumt  (First  Division),  11th  Juno  1864, 


.  recent  case,  Lord  Einloch,  in  a  note  to  an  interlocutor,  not  reclaimed  against, 
adopts  this  liew  of  the  Act.  Hie  Lordabip  says, — "  The  action  in  which  the 
^cd  to  pronounce  judgment,  if  beyond  the  three  years,  can  admit  no  other 
ban  writ  or  oath),  "and  the  consideration  of  any  other  action  is  irrelevant;" 
Uzzaroni,  1869.  21  D.,  801.  But  the  opposite  view,  stated  in  the  following 
1,  has  been  adopted  by  both  Divisions  of  the  Court.  See  Lamb  v.  Dunn  and 
Uonklands  R^lway  Co.,  iVra. 
OL.  1.  T 
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d&foDce;  and,  2d,  That  as  tlio  crt-ditor  had  within  the  i 
period  "  pnrsued  "  for  bis  claim  Iwfore  a  competent  tribmie 
a  competent  form,  and  had  therefore  used  proper  etatuto 
for  exchiding  preecription,  he  could  not  be  held  t*  have 
benefit  of  his  procedure  in  consequence  of  its  baring  fai 
causes  beyond  hia  control  and  for  which  he  was  not  to  bla 
Court  went  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  deciBious  in  wbi( 
ing  the  claim  in  competitions  of  creditors,  and  by  way  of 
Bttion  to  a  judicial  claim  by  the  debtor,  had  been  held  tc 
prescription.  Lords  Ivory  and  Rutherfurd,  however,  obse 
the  terms  of  the  statute  seem  to  contemplate  Iwth  an 
wbicli  prescription  would  be  pleaded,  and  a  previons  action 
that  plea  might  be  barred. 

§  498.  This  case  supports  another  important  principle 
that  the  tenu  "  action  pursued  "  in  the  Acts  1579,  c,  83,  t 
c.  9,  and  "  action  commenced,"  Ac,  in  the  Act  12  Geo.  I 
are  not  limiteil  to  actions  which  the  creditors  raise  by  libe. 
monscB ;  bnt  include  every  appropriate  procedure  which  t 
tor  may  timeously  adopt  for  following  forth,  prosecuting,  i 
ing  for  his  debt.  The  real  point,  therefore,  in  the  questior 
any  prerious  procedure  has  excluded  the  prescription  o 
whether  tlie  creditor  within  the  three  years  took  proper 
making  good  his  debt  by  a  lilvelled  action,  liy  a  referen' 
properly  embraces  the  debt,  by  claiming  upon  it  in  a  eomp 
his  debtor's  creditors,  by  pleading  it  in  compensation  or  r 
eation  against  a  debt  due  by  him  to  his  debtor,  or  by  i 
competent  step.  If  he  has  done  so,  the  trieuuial  prescrif 
not  be  pleaded  in  any  subsequent  action  at  his  instance  fo 
good  his  claim.  But  while  the  death  of  the  referee  in  tl 
a  submission,  the  inadequacy  of  the  debtor's  funds  in  a  caa 
petition,  or  any  such  contingency  for  which  the  creditor  i; 
sponsible,  will  not  exclude  hiiu  from  the  benefit  of  his  tim 
cedure,  the  prescription  will  not  be  barred  by  an  action  w 
failed  in  its  purpose  from  its  original  incompetency,  from  : 
quacy  to  make  the  claim  effectual,  or  from  its  Laving  be 
doned  by  the  creditor.* 


■  In  a  (till  more  rerent  cdae.  the  riewa  of  the  judges  of  the  First  Dili 
cuae  of  Lamb  v.  Dunn  were  fully  adopted  by  the  judgrs  of  the  Seuoud  D 
WM  eipreadj  recognised  that  a  ■'  pursnil  "  within  the  years  of  proBoriplion, 
mcceuful,  might  obriate  the  defence  of  prescription  wheu  pleaded  for  that  ] 
Bubaequsnt  action,  and  w  onabla  the  pursuer  of  that  BubeeqiieBt  action  lo  e 
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9.  Yet  if  tlie  debt  has  boeu  pleaJed  by  way  of  compensa- 
linst  a  debt  of  smalier  amount,  it  seems  tbat  the  creditor  by 
la  has  preserved  his  claim  for  the  whole  debt  from  the  trieii- 
iBcription  (m). 

0.  It  "was  observed  in  the  case  thus  referred  to  that  the 
interrupt "  ia  not  properly  applied  to  the  procedure  by  which 
rter  prescriptioiis  are  barred  or  excluded  ;  but  is  only  ap- 
;e  to  the  long  prescriptions  (w).  The  word  "  elide"  expresaeB 
L  correctly;  although  it  has  sometimes  been  applied  to  proof 
debtor's  writ  or  oath,  by  which  the  debt  after  having  pre- 
may  be  proved  {x).  It  has  also  been  observed  that  tbeae 
y  limitations  of  the  proof  are  inappropriately  termed  "pre- 
as"(j^).  As,  however,  that  term  is  applied  to  them  in  the 
the  Act  1669,  c.  9,  and  in  the  rubric  of  the  Act  1579,  c.  83, 
as  by  all  our  institutional  writers,  there  ia  not  much  ground 
lenging  it ;  and,  if  properly  understood,  it  does  not  occasion 
3nvenience  (z), 

1,  When  the  claim  falls  within  any  of  the  classes  enn- 
I  in  the  statute,  and  baa  not  been  followed  forth  within  the 
:are,  it  prescribes,  whether  it  is  made  by  way  of  action  or 


r  eunam  in  Lamb  s.  Dimu,  lapra.  (w)  Per  L.  Preeident  and  Rnther- 

anh  0.  Dunn,  repro— Napier  on  PraBCription,  716,  et  etq.  (i)  See  case* 

n  Napier.  775 ;  und  per  L.  Buthorfntd  in  Lamb  e.  Dunn,  lupra. 
r  L.  Justioe-Cierk  in  Alcock  v.  Eaaaon,  1842,  5  D..  B92.  (i)  See  per 

rford  in  Lamb  v.  Dunn,  lupra,  and  in  Cullcn  c.  Bmeal,  1653,  15  D..  683. 
jghum  Rpeaks  of  Che  triennial,  sexennial,  und  TicenuirU  "  prcscriptiona  "  id 
pipmin,  1837.  2  Sb.  and  M'L.,  730. 

Mif  pmU  itjari.  But  it  naa  Inid  down  that  the  claim  withio  the  yeurs  of 
D.  \o  have  this  effect,  must  have  been  made  ami  urged  in  a  competent  jni!:- 
'ding  in  which  it  could  receive  effect.  A  mere  notice  of  a  olaim  would  not  be 
lor  a  claim  in  an  incompetent  process  :  nor  a  claim  made  in  a  competent  pro- 
bandoned.  In  this  case  the  action  was  biought,  in  18G1,  for  the  price  of  fur- 
lado  in  1842.  The  defender  pleaded  prescription,  and  the  pursner  pleaded 
lefeaoe  was  obviated  by  what  hod  taken  place  in  nn  action  misod  in  1S43 
fesdej  aguinnt  him,  the  pursuer.  In  that  proceea  be  (then  defender)  had 
t  ho  had  the  claim  for  the  price  of  the  furutahings  in  <iueH<ion,  nod  pleaded 
aim  for  it  sbnuld  be  rcBCrved.  He  was  successful  in  thmving  out  that  nc- 
1  Court  held  that,  as  be  had  done  nothing  in  the  previouB  procew  hut  make 
of  his  claim,  the  defence  of  prescription  was  not  obviated,  aa  audi  an  inti- 
d  not  amount  to  pursuit  in  the  sense  of  the  Act ;  Eddie  t>.  Monklanda  Bail- 
1655,  17  D.,  1042.  An  action  within  the  years  of  prescription,  made  and 
1,  will  not  obviate  the  plea  of  prescription ;  Qobhi  e.  Lazzaroni,   IflGd.  21 

t2 
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«8  a  defence  of  compensation  (a),  So  a  prescribed  ace 
held  not  to  entitle  the  creditor  to  vote  in  the  election  of 
on  the  debtor's  sequestrated  estate  (6).  And  the  Bame 
applied  to  a  prescribed  bill,  fortified  by  the  circumstance 
holder  was  the  concurring  creditor  in  the  petition  for  thi 
sequeatratiou ;  which  the  Court  considered  did  not,  in  a 
tion  of  the  debtor's  creditors,  import  the  statutory  adn 
re 8 ting-owing  (c). 

§  502.  But  it  has  been  held  more  than  once  that  in 
accounting  between  the  parties,  one  of  them  may  not  ] 
triennial  prescription  to  individual  items  chained  against 

II. — Proving  the  debt  after  it  has  incurred  preacripi 

§  503.  It  haa  already  been  ob8er\ed  that  the  effect  ol 
1579,  c.  83,  is  to  lay  on  the  creditor  the  burden  of  pro^ 
the  constitution  (e)  and  the  subsistence  of  the  prescribed  ' 
to  limit  his  proof  to  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath  (/) ;  admi 
the  debtor  on  record,  however,  binding  him  in  the  mod 
noticed  (g). 

§  504.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  writ  by  which  the 
tion  or  subsistence  of  the  debt  is  proved  should  be  either 
or  holograph  (A).  An  unsigned  memorandum,  hologrii] 
debtor,  and  found  in  the  creditor's  repositories,  lias  1 
tained  (t).  And  a  document  which  truly  applies  to  thi 
question,  but  without  expressly  referring  to  it,  will  suffice 

(a)  Dictson  r.  M'Anley,  1681.  M.,  11,090— Galloway  r.  Galluway,  1790 
— BsJfunr  V.  LandaiU,  1683,  M.,  11,21S.  Soe  also  Paterson  r.  Stiochon, 
D..  ^80— MiUer  u.  Baird,  1810.  ib.— Berry's  Reps.  tr.  Wight,  1822,  I  S..  433 

(ft)  Wiak  V.  Mortimer.  1840.  11  D.,  BBB.  (<■)  Lmjkhart  p.  Mitch 

D..  1841.  {d)  So  held  where  the  items  chalJeugcd  were  a  law-ngent 

Boyea'  Tr,  v.  Hamilton,  1829,  7  S.,  816— and  where  they  were  for  fnrntshin 
Branton  v.  Augua,  1822,  2  S.,  61— and  the  Balary  of  a.  Jkotor;  Smith's  cl 
Winton,  1714,  M.,  406!^,  11,006.    See  contra,  Vatenoa  u.  SIrachan.  1808.  Hi 

(f)  The  term  "  constitution  "  of  the  deht  la  objcctiouublc,  because  ili  na 
per  mcnuing  is  the  decree  or  docnmeot  by  which  a  debt  is  made  liquid, 
of  preaeilptioii,  however,  it  hasbe<s)me  thu  coramon  term  for  expressing 
contraction  or  eiistence  of  the  obligatiou.  (/)  See  tupra,  |5  40 

cases  in  following  notes.  (j)  Supra.  J  407,  «  iiq.  W  M 

Hunter,  18C0,  18  D.,  1111— Hyalop  v.  Honden,  1843,  5  D..  G07— Blaclr  v.  E 
1823,  2  &..  118.  (■'}  Donaldeou  v.  Murray,  1766,  H..  11,110 

Hunter  &  Co.,  1841.  3  D..  588— Watdon  b,  Johuatoue.  1846,  18  So.  Jur.,  I 
the  oreditor'a  writ  found  in  the  debtor's  repositories,  see  lupra,  J  460. 

(4)  Daridson  v.  Hay,  1799,  Hume  D„  460— Stevenson  v.  Kyln,  1S40,  1 
12  ib.,  678. 
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5.  If  the  conatitution  of  the  debt  is  proved  by  the  debtor's 
admission  on  record,  the  reference  to  his  oath  may  be  limit- 
e  I'act  of  rcsting-owing  (1). 

i.  I. — "With  regard  to  proving  the  constitution  o/the  dei>t, 
e  principles  apply  as  in  cases  tinder  the  sexennial  andquin- 
I  prescriptions,  namely,  that  the  pursuer  will  fail  in  his 
oless  the  defender  admits  that  a  debt  was  contracted,  or 
nrcumstauces  from  which  that  mast  be  inferred  (m).  Thus 
tion  for  payment  of  a  law-agent's  account,  where  the  de- 
leaded  on  record  that  the  account  had  been  incurred  in  a 
which  had  been  carried  on  in  his  name,  but  in  which  he 
mated  to  the  pursuer  that  he  did  not  intend  to  appear  per- 

whereupon  the  latter  had  agreed  to  conduct  the  case  for 
if  trustees,  of  which  the  defender  was  one  ;  the  Court  held 

quahfied  admission  did  not  prove  the  constitution  of  the 
.  So  that  fact  is  not  proved  where  the  defender  states  on 
r  in  his  oath  that  the  goods  were  furnished  in  order  to  ex- 

a  counter-claim  by  him  against  the  pursuer  (o) ;  or  that 
re  furnished  on  the  credit  and  obligation,  not  of  the  defen- 
of  a  third  party  (p).  So  in  an  action  for  payment  of  a  con- 
r's  account,  where  the  defender  admitted  that  his  family 
[t  with  the  pursuer,  but  stated  that  he  knew  nothing  about 
unt  sued  for,  as  ol!  such  household  matters  had  been  under 
ge  of  his  deceased  wife,  constitution  of  the  debt  was  held 
e  proved  (r).  And  where  a  party  sued  for  payment  of  ser- 
ages  admits  the  service,  but  adds  that  it  was  rendered  in 
yi  board  and  maintenance,  and  on  the  footing  of  wages  not 
lyable,  the  constitution  of  the  debt  is  not  proved,  because 
jed  obligation  to  pay  wages  is  expressly  denied  (a). 
'.     On  the  other  hand,  where  an  action  for  payment  of  a 

aa  V.  Steele,  1863,  16  D.,  S17— WIIbod  v.  Strong,  1880,  8  S.,  626. 
wo,  i  448.  (n)  Scott  p.  Donftldron,  1881,  10  S.,  107. 

apbell  c.  GrienoD,  1848.  10  D..  861— Lander  v.  U'QibboD,  1727,  U.,  1S,20«. 
jer  &  Mortimer  v.  Lennari],  1861,  14  D.,  93,  In  thiB  cose  Lord  JiiBtic«- 
e  observed,  "Suppoea  the  case  of  an  action  foe  a  dinner  bill;  and  tbe  qneetion 
Did  jon  eat  tbe  djaner  ?  and  tbe  anener  was,  I  did ;  bnC  it  was  as  a  ^est — 
lot  pioTe  the  conatitntion."  (r)  Fjfe  v.  Miller,  1687,  16  S.,  1166. 

ock  t>.  BasBon,  1842,  6  D.,  366— Shepberd  v.  Ueldrnm,  1612,  Hnme  D.,  894. 
3D  V.  Hallef,  1847,  9  D.,  1222,  tbe  Court  snBtained  tba  pusoer's  claim  for 
a  w  not  prescribed ;  because  tbe  legal  presnmptioD  waa.  that  the  service  had 
ondered  gratuilonsly.  But  tbe  pursuer  acquicBced  in  the  Lord  Ordinary's 
Builsining  the  defence  as  to  the  wagea  beyond  the  triennial  period.  See 
Haughlon  e.  M'Naughton,  IBIS,  Hume  D„  ^06. 
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point  in  dispute  (/).  So  where  tlie  dc-litor,  iu  auBwer  U 
from  the  creditor  threatening  legal  proceedings  for  the  del" 
to  liim  that  he  would  attend  to  it  in  the  course  of  a  few  i 
farthest,  and  hoped  the  ereditor  would  put  ImuseU  to  no 
trouble  about  it,  the  Court  held  that  resting-owing  was  pr 
the  writen  promise  of  payment  after  the  tliree  years  had  exp 
So  in  an  action  for  payment  of  a  law -agent's  account  after  ) 
tion,  where  the  constitution  of  the  debt  was  proved  by  the 
the  debtor  within  the  three  years,  resting-owing  was  hoi 
proved  by  his  letter,  dated  after  that  period,  which,  referrin 
creditor's  demand  for  payment,  reminded  him  of  the  way  i 
the  employment  had  been  undertaken,  and  added.  "I  do  i 
myself  liable,  and  decline  to  recognise  any  claim  by  you 
me  "  (A)." 

§  510.  The  mere  fact  that  the  books  of  the  debtor  do  i 
tain  an  entry  of  payment  of  the  debt  (however  important  I 
cumstance  might  be,  if  a  proof  at  large  were  admissible)  < 
satisfy  the  statutory  retjuirement  of  proving  the  debt  by  the 
writ  (i).  A  distinction,  liowevcr,  has  been  taken  on  this  p 
tween  the  books  of  the  debtor  himself  and  those  of  one  wh< 
treasurer,  cashier,  or  the  like,  of  the  debtor,  when  a  corjior 
similar  body.  Thus  where  the  debtor  was  a  burgh,  the  wa 
entry  of  payment  in  the  books  of  the  treasurer  was  held  I 
resting-owing  against  the  corporation  (k).  And  where  a 
the  affairs  of  a  sequestrated  bankrupt,  made  up  by  an  ace 
under  the  authority  of  the  creditors,  before  the  three  years 
pired,  bore  that  the  pursuer's  account  was  duo  for  furnishinj 

(/)  Smith  B.  Falconer,  1M31,  S  S.,  474.  The  factor's  writ  vaa  held  lo  bin 
slituent,  owing  to  the  nature  of  tho  fnctor'a  employment.  (y)  St 

Kvle,  1860,  II  D.,  1086 ;  12  ih..  878.  (A)  Macandrew  u.  Hunter.  It 

nil.  (0  Cuming's  Tr.  r,  Simpson,  1826.  3  S.,  646.     The  Court  «e( 

taken  the  eame  view  in  Black  v.  Bhuiil's  Cra.,  1828,  2  8..  1 19  (M  objectioD). 
Berry-B  Tr.  v.  Bogle,  1822,  1  S.,  402  (new  ed.),  the  report  of  which  is  very  i 
tary  sa  to  Iha  grounds  of  decision.  (*}  Leslie  v.  MagiHtrateB  of  Bre 

NoTomber  1B08,  F.  C— Muirhead  b.  Town  of  Haddington,  1748  (Kiikernm 
l/[..  2G0T. 


10  In  an  aclioa  in  1854  for  the  price  of  fiiniishinga  in  1844,  the  defend, 
[•reacription.  and  the  pursuer  in  reply  founded  on  the  following  pssaoge 
Writtan  to  him  by  the  defender  in  1848, — "  Tlia  number  of  gallons  is  correct ; 
charged  almut  Is.  6d.  per  gallon  more  than  the  agreed  price,"  The  Bubsiatoil 
debt  after  the  three  yeara  was  held  to  be  proved  by  writ,  and  proof  proul  de 
Hmniinl  was  allowed ;  Fife  v.  Inncs,  I860,  23  D.,  30. 
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nd  the  trustee's  books  did  not  contain  any  entry  of  payment, 
listence  of  the  debt  was  held  to  be  proved  (t). 

1.  These  cases  were  decided  before  the  leading  case  of  Al- 
Eaaaon  (m),  where  the  Court,  led  by  the  Lord  JuBtice-Clerk 
3tunied  to  an  accurate  conBtruction  of  the  statute  1579,  c.  83. 
jcently,  where  the  trustee  on  a  sequestrated  estate  died 
after  the  last  item  of  an  account  incurred  to  the  law-agent 
le  had  employed  for  the  estate,  and  where  no  succesBor  had 
pointed  to  the  trustee,  and  no  procedure  had  taken  place  in 
lestration  (which  was  still  subsisting)  after  his  death ;  in  an 
:>y  the  law-agent  against  the  creditors  on  the  estate,  the 
eld  that  resting-owing  was  not  proved  by  the  want  of  an 
"  payment  in  the  books  of  the  trustee  (n).  Three  of  the 
judges  who  decided  this  case  adopted  the  judgment  in  the 
i  case  of  Leslie  v.  the  Magistrates  of  Brechin  (o),  but  refused 
id  the  rule  there  followed  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
hem.  But  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  took  a  broader  view,  and 
;ed  the  previous  decision  (p).  His  Lordship  observed, — 
■  the  statute  the  debt  is  to  be  proved  by  the  writ  of  the  debtor. 
lence  of  entries  of  payments  where  one  might  expect  to  find 
in  the  books  in  which  they  ought  to  have  been  entered  or 
may  create  the  strongest  suspicion  or  moral  belief  that  the 
L8  not  paid.     But  is  not  that  mistaking  what  the  statute  re- 

which  is,  that  the  debt  shall  be  proved  to  be  still  due  by  the 
hat  is,  the  actual  writ,  acknowledgment,  entry,  or  other 
g  which  positively  establishes  it  to  be  unpaid."  According  to 
i  of  Leslie  and  the  older  case  of  Muirhead  (j),  the  absence 
itry  of  payment  necessarily  implies  both  that  payment  was 
le  by  the  treasurer  or  by  any  other  person  on  behalf  of  the 
and  that  the  debt  was  not  discharged  by  compromise,  trans- 
or  in  any  other  way.  It  is  thought  that  such  an  inference 
rarranted  by  a  proper  construction  of  the  statute. 

2.  Payments  of  interest  on  the  debt,  and  payments  to  ac- 
f  principal,  after  the  three  years  have  expired,  are  held  to 
esting-owing,  provided  they  are  instructed  by  the  writ  of  the 


ichanan  t.  Hags,  of  Dnmrennline,  1S28.  7  8.,  S&.  Bat  where  the  ti 
ad  not  kept  hoaks,  aod  certain  acconnta  in  bis  powewion  relative  to  the  matter 
id  not  contain  entries  of  pajment  of  the  account,  the  Court  atutained  Qse  de- 
■rescription  in  faTonr  of  tlie  boTgh  ;  Ker  v.  Maga.  of  Kirkwall,  1827,  6  B.,  802. 
Icock  V.  Eaaaoa.  1842,  6  D.,  866.  (n)  EUis  v.  White,  1840,  11  D., 

(o)  Supra  (t),  ip)  See  also  bia  Lordship's  remarks  in  Cnllen 

16  D..  878,4.  (ff)  Supra  (k). 
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debtor.  But  payments  which  were  either  made  within  I 
ecriptive  term,  or  which  are  proved  by  the  creditor's  writ, 
Baflicient  for  this  purpose  (r).  And  in  regard  to  pBynieiii 
ooimt  of  principal,  it  will  be  observed  that  the  debtor's  wi 
prove  that  they  were  made  as  such  ;  for  a  mere  payment  ol 
of  the  sum  originally  due,  not  being  a  payment  to  accou 
not  infer  that  the  dift'erenco  is  resting-owing  («). 

§  513.  Where  a  prescribed  account  appeared  in  a  state 
which  had  been  prepared  by  the  trustee  under  a  tmst-tieed 
hoof  of  the  alleged  debtor's  creditors,  resting-owiag  was  hel 
be  proved  by  the  entry,  as  that  was  not  shown  to  have  beei 
rised  by  the  debtor  (()■  But  the  writ  of  a  person  autho 
bind  the  debtor  will  meet  the  requirement  of  the  statute  (« 

§  514.  Where  action  on  a  prescribed  account  was  raif 
Bheriif-court,  and  the  Sheriff  decided  that  the  pursuer  had  I 
establish  the  debt  by  the  defender's  WTit,  and  afterwards  1 
oath  emitted  by  the  defender  on  a  reference  to  ho  ncgati 
where  the  pursuer  having  advocated  against  these  judgmt 
Lord  Ordinary  held  that  lie  had  failed  to  establish  either  1 
stitution  or  the  subaistcuce  of  the  debt  by  the  defender's  oa 
the  pursuer  reclaimed  against  that  judgment,  and  prayed  tl 
to  find  the  oath  affirmative  of  the  reference ;  the  Court  held 
was  not  entitled  to  contend  before  them  that  the  debt  h 
proved  by  the  defender's  writ  (ip). 

5  515.  When  the  pursuer's  proof  of  the  subsistence  of 
depends  on  the  defender's  oath,  the  same  rules  apply  as  in 
the  sexennial  prescription  (x)  ;  namely,  that  the  defende 
entitled  merely  to  depone  "not  resting-owing";  but  musi 
the  grounds  on  which  his  general  denial  is  founded  ;  and  tl 
will  only  give  eii'ect  to  his  denial,  whon  they  consider  it  to 
ported  by  the  detailed  statement  (j/). 

§  516.     If,  however,  the  debtor  depones  that  he  paid  t 

(r)  See  the  caam  cited  ttipra,  i  450.  [t)  See  Darnlej  d.  Kirli 

e  D-,  **1,  parlioiUatly  Lord  Unckeaiie's  opinion.  (()  Fjfe  ».  M 

16  6.,  nS8.  («)  See  Leslie  «.  Mag.  of  Brechin,  lupm.  i  510— B 

Mttg.  of  Dunfermiiiie,  <uj?rii,  ib. — M'Andtew  ».  Hostcr,  1861.  13  U.,  1111. 
cases  noted  lupra,  g  461,  and  in  tlit  chapter  on  udtnituiiDnH  by  factors  and  tra 
(w)  Mejer  &  Mortimer  u.  Lvnnard,  1861,  14  D.,  itfl.  (i)  Sk 

\y)  I  BbU'b  Cum..  833— CaJlender  o.  WaUnco,  1717,  M..  041tJ— «pra,  J  i 

'1  The  miaule  of  a  meeting  signed  by  tho  oliuirmsa  is  the  writ  of  the 
and,  probably,  in  some  circumstaneoj.  may  be  the  writ  of  thoae  who  attend  tbi 
Johnslnn  c.  Scott,  1S60,  £2  D..  8U8. 
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ttnot  specify  the  time  or  circumstaneee,  his  oath  will  be  held 
prove  resting-owiug  (a).  Nor  does  the  oath  prove  the  sub- 
;e  of  the  debt,  whera  the  debtor  depones  that  he  did  not  pay 
f,  if  he  st-atoa  that  he  took  proper  steps  for  securing  payment 
h  the  medium  of  a  third  person ;  and  in  such  a  case  it  is  not 
ttTj'  that  lie  should  depone  that  payment  was  actually  made 
creditor  by  the  person  so  interjjosed  (a).  Thus  "wliere  a  de- 
deponed  that  he  believed  the  account  sued  for  had  heeo 
>ecauHe  he  had  given  money  to  his  manager  for  the  purpose, 
at  he  "  did  not  know  of  his  own  knowledge  "  that  the  mana- 
d  i»aid  the  pursuer  accordingly,  and  that  he  was  not  aware  of 
C  seen  any  voucher  for  the  payment,  the  Court  held  that  the 
lid  not  jirove  reating-oiving  (6),  And  they  took  the  same 
Q  an  action  for  payment  of  an  apothecary's  account,  where 
iender  deponed  that  he  gave  his  late  wife  money  to  pay  his 
its,  and  particularly  the  one  sued  for ;  and  that  she  told  him 
id  them  accordingly  (c).  This  principle  was  recognised  in 
)r  case,  where,  however,  the  Court  seemed  inclined  to  draw  a 
^tion  between  the  debtor's  oath  that  be  bad  given  money  to 
ctor  or  wife  to  pay  the  account,  and  his  oath  that  he  had 
d  money  to  a  friend  or  special  mandatory  for  the  same  pur- 
But  this  case  {(I),  and  another  (e),  in  which  the  same  point 
ised,  were  compromised  before  decision. 
17.  In  like  manner  resting-owing  is  disproved  by  the  debt- 
th  that  he  paid  to  a  person  having  the  creditor's  authority  to 
e  the  money,  e.g.,  his  partner  (/),  or  some  one  who  appears 
the  circumstances  to  have  been  authorised  to  receive  pay- 
(j/).  But  where  the  defender  deponed  that  he  had  paid  to 
irsuer's  traveller,  without  seeing  that  that  person  had  written 
ity  to  receive  payment,  and  without  seeing  other  debtors  of 
irsuer  pay  to  him,  resting-owing  waa  held  to  be  proved ;  be- 
the  only  alleged  payment  had  been  to  one  whose  discharge 
ot  binding  on  the  creditor  (A). 

il8.  Where  the  debtor  depones  that  payment  was  made  by 
ctor  or  agent,  and  that  bis  knowledge  of  the  fact  is  derived 
ihat  person's  books  or  accounts,  these  will  be  held  as  imported 
lie  oath ;  and  if  they  prove  resting-owing,  the  Court  will  de- 
See  tupra,  \  464.  [a)  See  itipra.  |  454,  et  teq.  (i)  Uacka; 
1849,  II  D.,  n@2.  («)  Stilling  t>.  Stewsrt.  179T,  4  B.  Sup.,  388. 
Mette  0.  Dalziel,  1830,  8  S„  387.  (e)  GoodiU  b.  Newton.  1826.  note 
887-  (/)  NioolBon  t..  Morraj,  1702.  M.,  13.211,  (j)  Rojr  w. 
m.  1830.  8  B.,  810,                    (A)  Smitli  u.  Ivory,  1807,  Ramo  D„  462. 
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cide  iccfBdii^j  (■*).  But  the  debtor's  depodtioo  that  I 
the  huMb  of  MkOlher  person  (e.g-,  his  factor),  does  not  dc 
Hiimliiili  of  raatutg-owitig  to  the  o«tb  of  that  petstm,  or  n 
knaet  to  hu  oath  comprtenl  (t). 

The  competetu-T  of  referring  to  the  oath  of  a  prat 
general  manager  i»  cnnstdered  aft^nrards  (/). 

§  519.  With  nrgairl  to  oaths  that  the  debt  has  be«t 
sated,  or  has  been  extingnisbed  b;  transaction,  compr 
L,  and  the  like,  the  same  rales  apply  as  in  cai 
1  ineccriplion  (m). 

If  Ibe  defender,  admitting  that  the  accoant  is  nneett 
on  record,  or  in  his  oath,  that  the  charges  are  extravaga 
the  praper  amount  has  be^n  corered  by  partial  pa^iueDts, 
will  hold  that  the  oath  proTes  the  snhsisteQce  of  an  nnsetl 
and  will  a«x:v^rtain  whether  any  and  what  balance  is  doe  b 
a  pniiof,  or  a  remit  to  persons  in  the  poi^ner's  trade  or  bn 

m.  Admimioma  bf  lie  IMtor's  Bepretentattve. 

§  520.  Until  recently,  the  law  as  to  the  application  i 
ennial  presciiptiMi  in  actions  against  the  original  debtor' 
in  an  nusatisfactory  state.  Avcordiog  to  the  plain  meani 
act  1579,  the  creditor  in  a  prescribed  account  is  entitlec 
the  dfbt — that  is,  both  its  constitution  and  subsistenct 
the  writ  or  oath  of  bis  party ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  action 
the  heir  of  the  original  debtor,  the  proof  of  these  facts  c 
the  heir's  writ  or  oath,  Tliifl  nJo  was  followed  without  i 
in  several  older  decisions  (o) ;  and  its  application  has  not 
tioned  in  cases  where  the  original  debtor  sumved  the  th: 

§  521.  But  in  regard  to  cases  where  the  original  i 
died  before  the  whole  three  years  had  terminated,  the  m] 
to  was  overturned  by  a  case  which  occurred  iu  1808. 
case  ip)  an  actiou  was  raised  by  the  heir  of  Leslie,  a  '. 
against  the  son  aiid  heir  of  Mollison,  for  an  account  incui 

|i)  Cooper  *.  BatDUtuD.  1826.  2  S..  738 ;  ftfflrmed  2  W. S, 60— Msckaj 
10  D„  89.  (t)  Uacka;  *.  Cre.  1M9.  11  D^  962.  (i) 

on  mUu  od  rvferenco.  (m)  Si^ir*.  |  406,  it  xf.  (a)  Brj 

IS25.  4  S.,  ISO—Tamliull  r.  Boithvick.  1880,  8  S^  785— Smitb  *.  Fain 
a.  4T4— RUchie  r.  LilUe,  1836.  11  S..  216— N.pirr  w.  Smith.  1838.  1  D„ 
>on  r.  KjIp,  IMO.  12  D„  678.  {/>)  Ort  r.  Duffs.  16S0.  U,  Il.OP 

ToQia,  1680,  M.,  11.089— Thomstm  *.  E.  Linlithgow.  1T08.  H^  11.093- 
HunCtoa,  1712,  Rob.  App.  C(l,  32-F-Tien  •>.  CmsImm'  Children,  IT15, 
DonglM  e.  D.  ArE«Ic,  1786,  M.,  11,102— Dpngl«s  r.  Grieftwi,  1794,  M..  II 

(p)  V^\k  r.  Molliion.  l&th  KoTenber  1806,  F.  C. 
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y  an  action  against  Mollisun,  in  which  his  sou  had  been  aistod 
irty ;  a  considerablu  part  of  the  account  having  thus  been 
id  for  business  on  behalf  of  the  defender  personally.  The 
er  did  not  deny  that  the  business  had  been  done ;  but  he 
J  believed  the  account,  in  so  far  as  it  was  dat«d  prior  to  his 
s  death,  had  been  paid  by  his  father ;  and  he  pleaded  the  tri- 

prescription.  Reference  having  then  been  made  to  his  oath, 
loned  that  he  did  not  know  whether  the  account  had  been 
ed  by  his  father  or  not ;  that  he  believed  his  father  had  paid 
ad  every  other  account  he  had  incurred  to  his  late  law-agent, 
bad  often  heard  his  father  say  that  Mr  Leslie  was  indebted  to 
lut  that  lie  (the  defender)  did  not  know  that  any  settlement 
rer  taken  place  between  them.  On  considering  this  deposi- 
le  Lord  Ordinary  repelled  the  defence  of  prescription.  ^  The 
ler  having  reclaimed,  it  was  observed  by  the  Lord  President 
)  that,  "  if  the  act  1579,  c.  83,  established  a  presumption  that 
Ills  were  paid  during  the  currency  of  them,  then  the  deposi- 
a  the  present  case  would  afford  no  proof  to  elide  such  pre- 
.ion.  But  that  act  estabhshes  no  such  presumption.  The 
mption  it  creates  is,  that  the  account  has  been  paid  during  the 
that  have  nm  since  it  was  closed.  On  that  presumption  the 
■iption  of  that  act  rests.  Now  that  is  taken  off  by  the  depo- 
,  which  shows  that  this  account  lias  not  been  paid  since  it  was 
I ;  and  therefore  there  is  no  room  for  the  prescription  in  this 

'  On  these  reasons  (the  report  bears)  the  Court  unanimously 
ed  to  the  Lord  Ordinar/s  interlocutor.^*  The  opinion  tlius 
d  received  support  from  several  cases  (r)  ;  and,  so  late  as  July 

the  First  Division  of  the  Court  held  that  the  triennial  pre- 
,ion  "  did  not  apply  "  to  a  case  where  the  original  debtor  had 
luring  the  currency  of  the  three  years,  and  his  heirs  admitted 
they  had  not  paid  the  account  (s).  This  decision,  however 
■h  altered  the  interiocut^r  of  the  Lord  Ordinary),  seems  to  have 
chiefly,  if  not  eutii-ely,  upon  the  supposed  conclusiveness  of 

Bronghton  v.  Weston,  1826.  4  S.,  496-EldGrTGraj-,  1883.  11  S..  591 -Ritchie 
W  1886  US  216— GniLbo.  Porteoiia.  1836.  18  S..  e03— PetLordMoncriiiffin 
\v.  Scott,  1844,  G  D..  894.  (»)  Auld  v.  Aikmaa.  1842.  4  D.,  1487. 

The  Hlntpment  in  tho  text  of  the  cane  of  Leidie  v.  MolliBon  seems  not  exuctly  «c- 
.  Tlie  account  sueil  Tor,  aa  ftrpeam  frOm  the  Session  paiicrs,  «a«  a  contmuous 
It.  hearing  to  have  been  incurred  in  j'lrt  liy  Molliaon  during  his  life,  and  partlj 
>  defender,  the  hair  of  MoUiaon.  after  MoUison's  denlh.  Bnt  the  defender  deponed 
OBth  on  referenca,  th»t  before  Mfillison  died,  snd  bffore  he,  the  defender,  wm 
in  Ihe  pwem.  Leslie  had  ceaw.-d  to  be  the  ugont.  and  thai  the  process  ww 
hi  to  a  conrlusion  by  another  agent ;  and  so  that  no  pwt  of  the  sccounl  ioeurred 
process  sfter  Mollipoa'B  dcnth  was  incurred  to  Leslie. 
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previous  deciBione  ;  and,  Bince  tlie  introduction  of  the  mo: 
views  on  the  shorter  prescriptions,  its  correctuees  in  pri 
been  more  than  once  impugned  {t). 

§  522.  The  question  was  at  last  brought  before 
Court  (m),  when  their  Lonlships  unanimously  held  that  tl 
introduced  by  Lord  President  Blair,  with  its  conaequeul 
and  dicta,  was  erroneous.  It  has  thus  been  definitely  s 
where  the  creditor  in  an  account  sues  the  heir  of  the  di 
three  years  from  the  close  of  the  account,  he  must  pre 
heir's  writ,  or  oath,  both  the  constitution  and  the  subsists 
debt ;  wliether  the  original  debtor  died  during  the  currc 
three  years,  or  after  they  had  terminated." 


CHAPTEB  VI. — OF  INTEItNATIONAL  QUESTIONS  OF  PBE3C 

§  523.  Where  an  obligation  has  been  entered  into,  r 
table  in  a  foreign  country,  or  where  the  contracting  pa 
resided  abroad  for  a  number  of  years,  the  queHtion  i 
Whether  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  corresponding  Scotch 
prescription  ? 

§  524.  The  first  rule  on  this  head  is,  that  "  Question! 
ing  the  prescription  of  heritage  must  be  governed  by  the 
place  where  the  heritage  lios,  and  from  which  it  can] 
moved"  (a). 

§  525.  Moveable  rights  and  obligations,  however,  '. 
fixed  locus,  the  prescriptions  relating  to  them  are  subject 
ent  rules  on  this  point  according  to  their  several  charactf 
will  be  considered  under  the  following  heads  (b) : — 

(()  Por  Lord  FuUerton  ia  Auld  a.  Aikman,  mpra — Ptr  curtom  in  Part 
1842,  i  D.,  1616— Darnley  t.  Kirkwood,  1846.  7  D.,  6»6— Per  Lord  Msckt 
douall  V.  Loudan.  1S49,  12  D.,  170.  (u)  Cullen  c  Smeal,  ISS: 

The  judges'  npiniotiB  in  tliia  coae  contain  n  full  miatysia  of  all  the  previuuH 
tame  view  ia  supported  bj  lhi>  casea  of  Ferritr  v.  E.  Errol,  Sth  July  1811 
Stawirt  0.  Douglsa,  1823,  2  S..  226— wbioli  me  notiwtd  in  Lord  RutUerfi 
in  Cullen  n.  Smeid.  (a)  Grsk..  3,  7,  49— Voet.,  Lib.  44,  Tit  3 

tenn  "  heritage  "  will  only  include  land  and  its  acct^sBories,  not  muTeBble 
ue  heritable  deitmaliinu.  (bj  See  the  general  clawificBtion  of ; 

mpra.  402. 

"  But  "  '  his  party '  plainly  includes  both  the  iiumediate  debtor  and  tb 
the,  where  the  action  is  brought  ttguuBt  the  repreaentative ;  and  this,  the  j 
tinn.  ii  that  which  the  statute  hoH  n-o'ivod  in  practice ;"  per  Lord  Rutheifu 
u.  Smeal.  1853.  15  D..  882. 
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rescriptions  wliicli  do  not  affect  the  right  or  obligation,  but 
mode  of  enforcing  it ;  and  which  operate  by  limiting  the 
action  or  the  proof;  e.g.,  the  shorter  proscriptions  above 

hose  which  absolutely  extinguish  the  obligation  by  an  ex 

0  operation,  and  not  through  the  medium  of  an  implied 
a  limiting  its  duration  ;  e.g.,  the  long  negative  prescription. 
hose  which  enter  into  the  ohUgation  at  the  outset,  as  inj- 
aditions  limiting  its  endurance;  e.g.,  tlie  septennial  limita- 
lautionary  oliligations, 

i.  The  law  on  the  first  of  these  claSaes  of  prescriptions  has 
tied  by  a  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  proceeding  upon 
d  and  elaborate  opinion  of  Lord  Brougham,  Tlie  question 
the  following  facta.  On  13th  October  1809,  Sir  Alexander 
2n  a  prisoner  in  France,  accepted  two  bills  at  four  months' 
ivm  by  Fagan  and  payable  to  Lippmann,  the  place  of  pay- 
it  being  specified.  He  returned  to  Britain  in  1810,  before 
s  became  payable,  and  remained  in  this  country  till  his 

1  1826.  After  the  bills  foR  due,  and  about  four  months  aftor 
■turn,  Lii>pmann  adopted  proceedings  in  the  French  Courts 
him  and  Fagan.  These  proceedings  were  sufficient,  accord- 
lie  law  of  France,  to  interrupt  the  French  prescription  (if 
lie  to  the  bills),  and  they  resulted  in  a  decree  in  absence, 
Rould  not  prescribe  for  thirty  years.  In  1829,  nineteen 
t€r  the  date  of  (be  bills,  Lippmann  raised  action  in  Scotland 
Don's  heir,  libelling  on  the  bills  and  decree.  The  defender 
pleaded  the  sexennial  prescription,  the  Court  of  Session 
it  it  did  not  apply  to  the  circumstances  of  tlie  case.  But 
lee  of  Lords  reversed  the  judgment,  and  decided  that  effect 
3  given  to  the  sexennial  prescription.      Some  discussion 

the  Court  of  Session  as  to  whether  France  or  Scotland  was 
lid  the  locuB  solutionis ;  but  in  the  House  of  Lords  it  was 
d  t<i  be  France,  which  was  the  place  of  acceptance  (c). 
7,  The  gi-ound  on  which  the  Court  of  yession  proceeded  in 
e  was,  that  the  debt  having  been  contracted  in  France,  was 
to  discharge  in  accordance  with  the  lex  loci  contradug,  and 
jscription  was  in  effect  a  discharge  vi  juris.  Consequently, 
French  prescription  had  been  excluded  by  the  French  de-  . 
e  debt  had  been  kept  alive,  and  was  not  subject  to  the  Scotch 
al  prescription. 

IB  T.  Lippmann,  1837,  2  Sh.  and  ML.,  682,  "23,  728:  reyersiiig  M  S..  241. 
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Lord  Brougham  exposed  Llie  f'aUa<;y  of  this  reasoi 
Lordship  observed,  "Whatever  relates  to  the  iiaturc  of  the 
— ad  valorem  contractua — ie  to  be  governed  by  the  law  ol 
try  where  it  was  made,  the  Itx  loci;  whatever  relates  to  1 
by  suits  to  compel  performance  or  by  action  for  a  breach, 
nem  litis,  ia  to  be  governed  by  the  lex  fori — the  law  of  t 
to  whose  Courts  the  application  is  made  for  performa: 
damages.  This  principle  was  the  ground  of  the  decisi 
British  Lineii  Ck)mpany  v.  Dnimmond  {d)\  and  it  has 
followed  in  other  cases  ;  as  Do  La  Vega  v.  Vianna  (*■),  an 
bey  V.  Vigaier  (/),  and  Huber  v.  Stenier  (y).  But  it  lis 
cognised  long  before  the  case  of  the  British  Linen  Compan 
mond,  particularly  in  Williams  v.  Jones  (A),  upwards 


(d)  British  Liarn  Compan;  v.  Drommond,  1880.  10  Bam.  uid  CrosE 
an  obligation  whitb  hod  bpea  entered  into  in  Scotland,  vhero  Uie  plainti 
bosiiioaa  utid  the  deTeodantB  resided,  being  aui:d  upon  in  Englimd  after  e 
its  dute,  the  Court  of  King'n  Bench  held  thnt  the  esse  fell  within  the  Eng 
limitation,  and  that  the  obligatJoo  was  not  tept  in  force  for  forty  years,  tl 
Bcription  applying  to  it  by  Scotch  law, 

(s)  In  De  la  Vega  v.  Vioimn,  IBSO,  1  Bam.  and  Adol.,  2M.  it  was  bel 
of  King'a  Beacli  that  where  foreignern  who  bad  hnd  Imusactioufi  ia  Port 
England,  and  one  of  them  caused  the  other  to  be  arrested  for  the  debt  a« 
transactions,  the  Utter  waa  not  entitled  to  be  discharged  from  ctrntody.  I 
law  of  Portugal  he  wua  not  subject  to  arrest  for  the  debt.  The  Court  Jisi 
tween  tha  interpretation  of  the  oontrnct.  which  maat  bo  by  the  la  loa  • 
the  remedy,  which  is  reg^atad  by  the  la  fori  deiilorit. 

(/)  Id  Trimbey  v.  Vignier,  1834,  1  Bing.  New  Ca.,  lEl,  a  Hank  it 
France  of  a  bill  dmwn  there  wag  held  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pletu  not 
ferred  the  property  of  the  bill,  heeanse  by  the  law  of  Prance  it  hnd  i 
Chief-Justice  Tindsl  observed,  in  giving  jiidgmetit,  "  the  rule  which  appli 
of  contracts  made  in  one  country  and  put  in  suit  in  the  courts  of  law  of  ai 
appears  to  bu  this,  that  the  interpretatiun  of  the  contract  most  be  goveru 
of  the  couutry  where  the  contract  was  made  {la  loci  conlracliu).  the  modi 
the  time  within  which  the  action  must  be  brought  must  be  governed  by  t 
oountry  where  the  action  ia  brought  {in  ordimmdii  judiciit  lori  eonmitui 
His  Lardabip  retotred  to  Hnlier,  De  Cai\Jlictu  Legtm,  {Praelec.,  vol.  2,  tit. ) 
to  the  casoH  of  the  British  Liueu  Co,  v,  Drunimond  and  De  la  Vega  v.  Vii 

(g)  Id  Eubur  v.  Stenier,  183li.  2  Bing.  New  Ca.,  202,  promissray  n 
France  were  held  by  tho  Court  of  Common  rieui  not  to  be  subject  to  the 
quennial  prescription,  which  only  applied  to  the  temptu  tC  modum  aclianit  i 

(A)  Id  WiUiams  v.  Jonea.  1811,  13  East.,  480,  an  action  for  repaym 
expended  ou  behidf  of  the  defendant  in  India  was  sustained  in  the  C 
Bench  in  England  after  sii  years,  becouse  the  English  statute  of  limital 
cases  where  the  defendant  had  been  beyond  sea»  during  the  stnliitory  I 
aatiuD  was  held  not  to  be  borreil  in  consei^uence  of  the  defendant  hat 
India  for  six  yeara  after  the  cause  of  action  arose,  which  residence  had  re 
for  thn  debt  incomitetent  in  Indiii. 
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!;o ;  which,  indeed,  could  not  well  stand  upon  any  other 
Then,  assuming  this  to  be  the  settled  rule  here,  the  only 

is,  Whether  the  limitation  of  action  belongs  to  the  contract 
jmedy  ?  But  some  of  these  cases  also  decide  that  question, 
termined  affirmatively  both  in  the  British  Linen  Company 
imond  and  in  Huber  v.  Stenier;  it  is  assumed  as  clear  in 
s  V.  Jones." 

learned  lord  then  disposed  of  the  argument  that  statutory 
ns  of  the  mode  of  proof  are  of  the  nature  of  the  contract, 
nerely  of  the  remedy;  and  he  observed,  "The  parties  looked 
mance  only,  and  to  the  time  of  performance;  tlie  argument 

them  to  have  looked  to  a  breach.     The  contract  was  to 

certain  time  ;  and  if  a  breach  was  at  all  in  contemplation, 
jondary  undertaking  was  engrafted  upon  that  contingency, 

only  be  an  undertaking  to  answer  for  the  consequences 
■  of  the  breach,  the  damage  arising  from  the  breach,  and  to 
until  it  was  made  good.     But  nothing  can  be  more  violent 

supposition  that  the  breach  of  the  contract  is  in  the  con- 
in  of  the  parties,  and,  indeed,  nothing  more  contrary  to 
1.  It  is  supposing  that  when  men  bind  themselves  to  do  a 
ling,  they  are  contemplating  not  doing  it,  and  considering 
aw  will  help  them  in  the  non-performance  of  a  duty." 

Lord  Brougham's  exposition  of  the  law  is  supported  by 
:evious  Scotch  cases  (t),  and  by  the  opinions  of  Scotch  and 


IP 


^tcb  ptewription,  being  that  of  the  Ux/ori,  was  Buatained  in  the  following 
laj'e  Exra.  v.  £.  Linlithgow.  1708.  M.,  4604,  the  triennial  prcacription  was 

an  action  far  payment  of  an  account  incnired  in  London  by  a  domiciled 

In  Robertson  v.  Marquis  of  Annandale.  1740,  Cr.  and  St.,  293,  an  sctioD 
of  wages  of  a  servant  hired  by  a  ScoCeman  in  London  being  raised  in  Scot- 
UB  after  they  were  payable,  the  Court  of  Session  and  Honae  of  Lords  held 
1  onder  the  Scotch  triennial  preacription,  ajid  did  not  subsist  during  the 
the  English  sexennial  limitatinn.     In  Randal  v.  Innea,  1T68,  M.,  4520;  G 

:  Hailes.  225.  S.  C,  the  triennial  prescription  was  applied  in  an  action  for 
a  England  to  an  artillery  officer,  who  had  resided  in  Scotland  from  the 
iccount  till  hie  death  five  years  afterwards.  In  Ker  v.  E.  Home,  1771.  M., 
inp.,  Ml ;  Hailee,  108,  S.  C,  the  triennial  prescription  was  applied  to  an 
it  of  a  bouBS  in  Iiondon ;  the  Court  being  "  a  good  deal  moved  "  by  the 
aiing  a  boose  in  Scotland,  which  Sxed  a  domicile,  and  rendered'  him 
the  CouTta  of  this  country.     In  Barret  v.  E.  Home,  1772,  M..  4524 ;  5  B. 

C,  the  same  decision  waa  repeated,  in  an  action  for  furnialiingH  to  the 
rhile  in  Londou.     The  point  was  again  decided  in  Thomson  ti.  Duncan, 

D.,  466,  which  was  an  action  for  furnishings  in  London  to  a  Scotsman 
Ihers.  In  Campbell  v.  Sl«in,  28d  November  1613,  F.  C,  the  triennial  pre- 
I  applied  to  an  action  by  an  English  solicilor,  for  payment  of  his  account 
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foreign  jurisU  of  eminenno  (j),  bb  well  as  by  tie  Gnglii 
already  noticed.  It  \ihs  been  followed  as  a  leading  d 
Biiico  it  was  pronovuiced  (i);  aud  the  previous  confli 
which  are  analysed  and  refuted  iu  Lon!  Brougham's 
must  now  be  regarded  as  over-nded.  Accordingly,  wh 
banking  company,  having  an  agency  in  England,  entc 
their  agent  into  transactions  with  a  party,  on  which  a  b 
in  their  favour;  and  where  iu  part  payment  of  the  balan 
delivered  gixtda  to  the  hank  agent,  by  whom  they  'n 
Scotland,  the  pritre  having  l>een  received  hy  the  bank ; 
on  the  bankruptcy  of  the  party,  the  bttlanco  claimed  frt 
by  the  bank  was  held  in  the  Enghsb  Courts  to  be  an 
as  arising  out  of  transactions  struck  at  by  the  Bank 
statutes  ;  an  action  for  repetition  of  the  price  of  the  g 
then  been  raised  iu  this  country  by  the  baukrupt'e  assij 
the  banking  company,  more  than  six  years  after  the 


for  bosmimt  oonduct«d  for  a  domiciled  Scotchman  in  an  appeal  caee  i 
Lords;  and  Hub  dedsion  wai  affirmed  on  appeal;  Lord  ChanccUoi  1 
that  it  had  bfvv  mli'd  that  "  where  the  uit'rchuit  creditor  residoB  in  E 
debtot  in  Scotland,  the  latter  tna;  plend  tlie  trienniaJ  prescriptinn."  , 
WoBlon.  1828,  4  S.,  406.  it  wua  ngreeii  by  the  putiea  and  the  Court  I 
incurred  in  England  liy  a  Scotchman  reaidcQt  there,  was  snlijeet  to  lb 


The  prescription  of  the  Isc  loci  eotUneiui  was  held  not  to  appl;  i 
cases: — Robertdon  v.  Marq.  of  Aniiandole,  tupra.  In  Garden  v.  Rai 
4503,  a  Ix>nd  gmntcd  in  England  being  prescritted  by  Engliiih  law  whi 
aided  there,  was  luatalned  as  the  gronud  of  notion  in  Scotland,  in  resp« 
in  the  Scotch  fonn  between  Bootchtnen,  end  bore  a  cUuiie  for  registm 
tion  in  ScoUand.  In  Rogers  v.  CHthcart,  1782,  M.,  4507,  a  bill  drawn 
Scotch  Bupercarji^  on  hiH  cunstituDnt  in  Scotland  and  jHtjablu  there,  bci 
after  six  years,  the  Court  refuaud  to  apply  Uis  limitation  exiating  in  VL 
neil  V.  M'Neil.  17'tl,  M.,  401T,  a  bill  aooepted  and  payable  in  Ireland 
be  BubJL'ct  to  the  Irish  statute  of  limitations,  the  defender  (s  Scolchmai 
mdad  in  Irelund  daring  the  slatulory  period.  In  Rosa  v.  Rues,  1811,  H 
same  role  was  appli<?d  in  an  action  for  repayment  of  money  advanced  i 
in  Banner  v.  Giliaoti,  1680,  9  B.,  61,  in  on  action  for  an  acconnling.  «b 
to  ai^coDut  had  arisen  iu  England.  In  both  of  these  cases  thp  debtor  1 
daring  (he  currency  of  the  statutory  period. 

It  will  b«  olnerved  that  must  of  the  cases  thus  noticed  were  portl; 
spocialities  of  the  debtor's  real  domicile,  or  his  non-residence  during  the 

(j)  ZnK  8,  7,  48— Kames'  Equity,  8,  8,  6— Bnrge,  Com.,  vol.  8 
CMifl.  of  Laws,  i  670.  tt  «j,— Voet.  Lib.  44.  Tit.  8,  i  12— Iluber  i 
(Praclectioues,  torn.  2),  Lib.  1.  Tit.  8,  i  7.  {*)  Soo  Parrar  t.  Jr 

D.,  949— EoborUon  ti.  Bunlakin,  184H.  0  D.,  17— Alexander  r.  Baden* 
— Strfttbern  v.  MaBtormnn  &  Co.,  1850,  12  D..  lOBl—tu/ira.  i  865. 
and  M'L.,  731,  rt  ttg. 
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;tion ;  the  Court  held  it  iucompetent  for  the  defenders  to  plead 
glish  statute  of  lunitations,  being  of  opinion  that  the  lex  fori, 
it  the  lex  loci  contractus  ought  to  regulate  in  regard  to  the 
'  preBcriptiou  (m).  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  transaction 
raised  the  question  took  place  in  England ;  yet  tlio  English 

of  limitations  was  held  not  to  afi'oct  its  legal  consequences 
)rOBecuted  in  a  Scotch  Court. 

!9.  The  principles  expounded  by  Lord  Brougham  are  in  ac- 
ce  with  the  statutes  which  enact  the  short  prescriptions  in 
luntry,  and  which  make  it  imperative  on  the  Court  to  apply 
J  their  appropriate  writings  and  obligations,  whether  the  locus 
itue  be  Scotland  or  a  foreign  country. 
JO.     Upon  these  authorities  it  may  now  be  laid  down  as 

law  that  a  foreign  contract  or  obligation,  when  sought  to  be 
id  in  this  country,  is  subject  to  such  Scotch  prescriptions  as 

limit  the  mode  of  proof  or  the  right  of  action ;  and  that  on 
ler  hand  the  Scotch  Court  is  not  bound  or  entitled  to  give 
to  a  prescription  of  either  of  those  natures  prevailing  in  the 
i  contracfiia.  Moreover,  the  application  of  this  rule  does  not 
.  on  wlicther  tlie  debtor  resided  in  tliis  country  during  the 
ptive  period. 

Jl.  At  the  same  time,  the  fact  that  the  debtor  had  dwelt  in 
;ii  country  during  the  period  of  prescription  prevailing  there, 
2;h  it  does  not  entitle  the  Court  of  his  subsequent  domicile  to 
I'ect  to  the  foreign  prescription,  seems  to  raise  a  presumption 
nient ;  because  it  is  probable  that  the  creditor  did  not  delay 
iiting  bis  right  until  prescription  had  nm  against  him.  But 
eaumption  will  yield  to  contrary  proof  or  inferences  from  the 
[Stances  (n). 

J2.  The  law  is  not  yet  established  regarding  the  international 
of  prescriptions  which  extinguish  the  debt,  but  do  not,  as  by 
plied  condition,  limit  its  endurance.  The  correct  rule  seems 
that  if  the  obligant  has  resided  in  the  locus  contractus  during 
snlficient  to  have  entirely  extinguished  the  obligation  vi juris 
:  countiy,  it  will  not  revive  on  his  removal  to  another  country 
a  similar  prescription  does  not  exist.  This  is  the  view  of 
Story  (o) ;  whoso  observations  are  repeated  with  approval  by 


Puru  V.  Leith  Banking  Company.  1S39,  1  D.,  98Q. 
■Ent,  a,  7,  M— York  Buildinss  Co.,  17S8,  M.,  11,403. 
r  LavB.  S82. 


(n)  Kamea'  Equity, 
(0)  Btorj-'a 


^^     ^ 
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Mr  Burge  {p).  It  is  favoured  hy  tie  decision  of  Huben 
where  Lord  Chief-Jtistice  Tindal  carefully  distingiushi 
foreign  prescription  which  extinguishes  the  right,  an 
merely  strikes  at  the  remedy ;  and  hehi  that  the  foreign 
pleadetl  in  that  caso  was  of  the  latt«r  class.  Lord  Ell 
deciding  Williams  v.  Jones  (s),  where  effect  was  refuse 
limitation  of  the  right  of  action,  ohserved,  "If  it  go  b 
ment  of  the  right  itself,  the  case  may  be  different.' 
Brougham  in  his  admirable  opinion  in  Don  v.  Lippi 
served,  "There  is  no  occasion  to  question  the  doctrine 
Dr  S(ory  in  his  ahle  work,  and  approved  of  by  the  Cour 
Pleas  in  Iluber  v.  Stenier,  that  if  tlie  lex  loci  contract 
obligation  wholly  void  after  a  certain  time,  and  if  the 
resided  within  the  jurisdiction  during  the  whole  of  t 
may  be  taken  as  the  guide  of  the  Court  where  the  acti< 
This  may  he  true,  and  yet  leave  the  present  question  (a 
tions  affecting  only  the  remedy)  wholly  untouched," 

The  supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  has  decii 
in  acconlance  with  Mr  Story's  views  (u), 

§  533.  But  while  it  would  appear  that  the  extii 
debt  by  the  party's  residence  in  the  locus  contractus  du 
seriptive  period  there  recognised,  should  be  effectual  o, 
to  any  other  coimtry,  a  party  cannot  shake  himself : 
obligation  entered  into  in  one  country,  by  removiu| 
country  and  residing  there  during  the  years  of  a  presci 
would  have  extinguibhed  the  debt,  if  that  country  had  1 
contractus;  but  the  debtor  when  sued  in  the  hctts  a 
bo  hable  so  long  as  the  debt  is  in  subsistence  accordii 
there  prevailing.  This  principle  was  fidly  recognise 
lowing  case,  which  involved  a  curious  question  as  to  th 
of  the  debt  against  the  foreign  successor  of  the  origin: 

§  534.  A  party  contracted  debt  in  Scotland,  ant 
trated.  He  afterwards  went  to  Kussia,  where  lie  resi 
than  ten  years  until  his  death  ;  and  ho  left  a  fortune  th 


{p)  3  Surge  Com.,  888.  (r)  Huber  v.  Stenier,  1835,  2  Bin 

rfpra.  i  627.  (<)  WiUisms  v.  Jones,  1811.  13  EasL,  4Jt),  * 

(()  Don  0.  Lippmann,  1837.  2  Sli.  und  M'L..  730,  tupra.  ib. 
Grey,  II  Whealon,  B61,  871,  2,  noteJ  in  Stnrj's  Confl,,  J  681.     Sue  uI; 
inghttiDB  in  Fiirnir  c.  Lcith  Banking  Co.  1889,  1  D.,  947.     His  Lon 
niinority  in  this  case,  which  did  not  properly  involve  the  qnealion  notii 

(I)  Ricliardaon  ».  Hnddinglim,  fdh  Miirch  1821,  F.  C, ;  remitted  by 
2  Sh.  App.  Ctt.  40G. 
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jhter,  a  domiciled  Scotcliwomaii,  succeeded.  She  thereupon 
LH  action  in  this  country  for  having  it  declarod  that  the 
id  been  oxlinguiahed  hy  the  Russian  decennial  prescription, 
irt  of  Session,  proceeding  on  the  opiniim  of  foreign  lawyers 
it  prcBcription  extinguished  ilehts  to  which  it  apphed,  de- 
in  terms  of  the  hbel,  holding  that,  altliough  the  Eussiau 
■tion  would  not  have  been  a  good  plea  in  favour  of  the  ori- 
ihtor,  it  was  sufBcient  to  extinguish  the  dfbts,  in  so  far  as 
uld  aH'cct  his  heir  succeeding  only  to  funds  situated  in 

1/).  The  case  having  been  appealed,  the  Honse  of  Lords 
d  of  the  principle  adopted  by  the  Court  below,  so  far  as  it 
1  the  original  debtor ;  but  considered  that  "it  could  not  be 
;d  to  the  extent  to  which  it  has  been  pronounced,  that  the 
e  null  and  extinguished."    Their  Lordships  accordingly  found 

debts  were  not  extinguished.    They  did  not  decide  as  to  the 

of  the  heir;  hut  remitted  to  the  Court  below  to  review 
terlocutor  appealed  against,  and  to  take  a  more  full  opinion 
iissian  lawyers  ujton  the  nature  and  eflect  of  the  sequestra^ 
■egard  to  the  question. 

x>  the  subsistence  of  the  original  debtor's  liability  in  Scot- 
twithstanding  the  Russian  prescription,  Lord  Gifford  (who 
le  case  in  the  House  of  Lords)  observed — "  It  is  impossible 

a  person's  removal  to  Russia  or  any  other  country  where 
mt  law  prevails  from  that  in  Scotland,  he  can  discharge 
from  those  debts ;  but  he  uiuat,  if  he  returns  to  tliat  country, 
e  to  be  sued,  leaving  it  open  to  him  to  avail  himself  of  any 

which  the  law  of  Scotland  enables  him  to  set  up  against 
jmands."  His  Lordship  mentioned  the  English  case  of 
.  Buchanan  (z),  in  the  time  of  Lurd  Keuyou,  as  having  been 
on  the  same  principles. 

learnod  Lord  was  not  so  clear  as  to  the  heir's  liability.  On 
at  he  threw  out  his  impression,  without  conclusively  holding, 
f,  on  the  answer  to  the  questions  proposed  to  the  Russian 

it  shall  appear  that  by  the  law  of  Russia  those  debts  could 
recovered  there,  because  a  person  in  Russia  acquiring  right 
ian  law  would  in  Russia  be  exempted  from  the  payment  of 
bts,  it  would  be  ditBcult  to  say  htiw,  if  this  Russian  came  to 
1,  he  would  be  affected  in  Scotland,  he  being  relieved  by  the 
Russia  from  those  debts ;  and  if  that  be  the  law  in  the  case 


tennr  of  the  opinions  iif  the  jnitges  in  the  Court  below  is  raentioned  fay  Lord 
lis  Hpoech  in  the  House  of  Lords,  (i)  Smith  i>,  Buuhnnau,  1  Knst,  (i. 
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of  a  Russian,  it  ia  diEBcult  to  say  liow  it  can  be  differen 
the  case  of  a  Scotch  lady." 

ThiB  case  does  not  appear  tft  have  come  again  before 

§  535.  The  law  ia  simple  and  clear  as  to  preacriptio 
properly  limitatioQB,  which  enter  into  the  contract  ab 
implied  conditions  defining  it«  endurance.  There  is 
those  in  Scotch  law,  namely  the  Bepteniiial  Umitation  ol 
obligations;  as  to  which  the  act  1695,  e.  5,  "statutes 
that  no  man  binding  and  engaging  for  hereafter  for  and  v 
conjunctly  and  severally  in  any  bond  or  contracts  f 
money,  shall  he  bound  for  the  said  sums  for  longer  than 
after  the  date  of  the  bond,  but  that  from  and  after  thi 
years  the  said  cautioner  shall  be  eo  ipso  free  of  his  can 
true  effect  of  this  enactment  is,  that  the  obligations 
refers  shall  be  read  as  if  they  contained  a  clause  declarit 
should  only  last  for  seven  years  («).  Conseijneutly  this  1 
of  the  nature  of  the  contract,  and  not  merely  of  the  remi 
statutory  rule  for  interpreting  obligations  of  a  certain  c 
into  in  Scotland,  and  contracted  with  reference  to  the  p 
the  statute.  On  the  one  hand,  therefore,  the  septennii 
ought  to  follow  a  Scotch  cautionary  obligation  when  s 
another  country  ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  it  should  nc 
to  a  cautionary  obligation  entered  into  beyond  Scotia 
the  parties  did  not  contract  on  the  footing  that  the  obhg 
be  so  limited. 

5  536.  The  case  of  Don  v.  Lippmann,  and  the  au 
which  it  proceeded,  e  cotiverso  support  this  principle ; 
ground  of  decision  there  was  that  the  prescription  ot 
confractue  was  not  of  the  nature  of  the  contract,  but  me 
the  remedy ;  and  Lord  Brougham  laid  down  distinctly 
terpretation  of  the  contract  must  depend  on  tlie  rules 
lion  applying  to  it  in  the  place  where  it  was  entered  in 
§  537.  The  principle  has  also  been  expressly  sett 
ciirefully  couaidcrod  ca.sc,  where  the  septennial  limitati 
not  1^1  apply  to  a  cautionary  obligation  executed  in  Eusi 
u^K)n  in  this  country  (6).  Lord  Fullertou  observed  in 
"If  it  could  be  held  that  the  septennial  Umitation  wa 

(a)  Erek..  8,  7.  24-1  BpU'e  Com,.  3G8_Bcott  r.  YniUe.  1831.  5  W.  f 
PI..  Briufiljiim— Alexauik'i  r.  BniJtmu^lt.  IMIJ,  8  D.,  322,  | 

Hiiilpnuch.  i"i-ra. 
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inting  out  a  particular  time  within  which  action  must  be 
,  it  would  be  impossible  to  deny  that  it  would  affect  every 
L  falling  under  its  terms,  in  whatever  country  it  was  exe- 

f  sued  iipon  in  this But  if  the  efatute  only 

;ea  a  qualification  of  the  contract  itself,  it  is  ccjually  clear 
are  bound  to  look  to  the  lex  loci  contractus,  and  not  to  apply 
ute  to  a  contract  entered  into  in  a  country  to  which  it  does 
!nd."  This  decision  gives  completeness  and  consistency  to 
mational  law  of  prescription. 


PliOOF  OF  MAKRIAGE. 


TITLE    X. 


OF  RESTRICTIONS  OF  THE  MODE  OF  PROVING  ( 
FACTS. 


§  538.  From  an  early  period  restriclious  on  tlie  nifxle 
certaiu  facts  have  been  established  in  tliis  coiuitTy. 
Bpmiig  from  the  estreme  distnist  of  testiinony,  and  frt 
minence  given  to  written  proof,  throughout  the  Scottisl 
evidence.  Accordingly,  it  will  be  seen  that  a  proof  at 
competent  on  most  mattere  of  importance  ou  wliich 
might  have  secured  written  proof,  or  which  from  their 
apt  to  escape  the  recollection  of  disinterested  witnesses. 
ral,  these  reatriotioriB  limit  the  party  to  his  opponent's  v 
on  reference.  But  in  some  cases  -written  proof  is  esse 
eonstitutioE  of  the  right  or  obligation. — The  considerati 
restrictions  will  lead  us  to  notice  incidentally,  and  by  i 
trast,  certain  cases  in  which  the  proof  is  unlimited. 


CHAPTER  I.— PROOF  OF  MARRIAGE. 

§  53!*.  When  marriage  is  constituted  by  consent  ( 
whether  emitted  in  Jade  ecclesiae,  before  a  magistrate 
before  witnesses,  the  proof  of  it  may  be  by  parole,  or  by  ' 
of  party  (a).  And  such  consent  may  be  proved  by  ii  \i 
scribed  by  the  parties,  altliough  neither  holograph  nor  pre 

(a)  M'Adara  e.  Wallwr.  1813,  1  Dow,  148;  5  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  8.  C— 8 
Ersk.,  1,  6,  B,  Ivory's  Note— BeU'e  Pr..  i  1618— Mnre's  Notes,  13—1  Fri 
Dom.  Bel.,  117.  (i)  Wyclie  r.  Blount,  1801,  M..  "Forum  Com; 

No.  2 :  Farg.  Con.  Rop.,  27,  S.  C— per  Lords  FuUcrton,  MackenziB,  » 
Mackenzie  r.  Stewait,  1^148, 10  D..  Gll~Fiasei.  mpra. 

'  MKtrimoniiil  consent  miiy  lie  expressed  by  an  ivcknou'leit^iicnt  by  t1 
tiiiulo  in  pTtiiunco  of  the  otijer.    Thne  a  marriage  vns  held  to  tie  contra 
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),     A  marriage  constituted  by  consent  inferred  from  cohabi- 
i  man  and  wife  may  also  be  proved  prouf  dejure  (c). 

The  pursuer  of  a  declarator  of  marriage  founded  on  pro- 
d  subsequent  copula,  can  only  prove  the  promise  by  the 
■'b  writ  or  oath  on  reference  (d).  At  one  time  it  ■was  thought 
rriage  could  be  constituted  by  courtship  (as  equivalent  to 
I  and  consequent  copula,  the  courtship  being  proveable  by 
f).  But  the  Court  have  deliberately  decided  that  such  a 
constituting  marriage  does  not  exist  in  this  country  (/). 


1.  6.  e-BeU'B  Pr.,  i  1518.  (d)  Harvie  o.  Crawford, 

.2,888— Millar  i-.  Tramamondo,  1771,  M.,  12,395— Cockbnrn  e.  Logan,  1670, 
-Stewart  v.  Lindflay,  1818,  Hume  D.,  380-Sim  p.  Miles,  1829,  8  S.,  89,  96, 
l-Cl,  Boyle- Mackenzie  d.  Stewart,  1848, 10  D.,  Bll— Monteith  u.  Kobb,  1844, 
-1  Froaer,  197.  {«)  BeU'a  Pr.,  J  1619— More'fl  Notes,  18— Tail  on 

Lothian,  Consist.  Law.  41.  2.  The  doctrine  RUted  by  these  writers  was  er- 
Jeduced  from  the  following  cases,  where  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  before  ftn- 
I  pai^uer's  allegation,  thus  BToidiDg  a  deciaion  on  its  relerancy — Smith  ■>. 
1766,  M.,  12,391 ;  Ferg.  Con.  Rep.  134,  S.  C— Harris  v.  Inglis,  1887,  15  S., 
r,  Allardice,  1794,  not  rep.,  noted  in  Harrie  d.  Inglis.  See  these  cases  com 
in  1  FraacT,  Pera.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  192.  (/)  Monteith  v.  Robb,  1844, 


lent  in  these  terms, — "I  do  hereby  acknowledge  Agnea  Flemiog  bD  be  my 
ten  and  signed  by  Robert  Corbet  in  presence  of  Agnes  fVming,  and  given 
;pted  by  her;  Fleming  e.  Corbet,  1859,  21  D.,  1034.  But  parties  do  not  ne- 
inlract  marriage  by  such  a  document,  howerer  unamhiguouB  ;  because  proof 
nt  that  it  wae  granted  fur  some  other  purpose,  as,  for  instance,  with  the  deaign 
g  other  peraons;  Fleming  v.  Corbet,  tupra,  J  174,  note  15.  In  a  late  case  be- 
parishea  oa  to  liability  to  aliment  a  female  pauper,  where  the  liability  de- 
tke  validity  of  her  alleged  marriajje,  the  Court  held  the  marriage  Dot  esta- 
ough  both  she  and  the  man  whom  she  claimed  as  her  husband  deponed  that 
iKchanged  matrimonia]  consent, — the  Court  thinhing  that  the  rest  of  the  eri- 
ved  that  the  parties  bad  not  intended  marriage;  Beattie  i>.  Baird,  1863,  1 
'S.  Where  a  female  pursuer  of  a  declarator  of  marriage  alleged  that  the  defen- 
a  sever^  occasions,  acknowledged  her  as  bis  wife  in  presence  of  third  parties, 
her  presence,  the  Court  held  the  ayermenta  irrelevant;  because  these  acknow- 
,  made  when  the  pursuer  was  not  present,  could  not  constitute  marriage;  and 
e  pursuer  did  not  aver  that  there  had  been  any  consent  of  which  these  ac- 
Qsnts  coutd  be  held  to  be  the  proof;  Little  v.  Halliday,  1856,  17  D..  678. 
imonial  consent  has  taken  place  may  he  proved  by  subsequent  acknowledg- 
alie  n.  Leslie,  1860.  22  D.,  993— Longworth  v.  Yelverlon,  1802,  1  Macphor- 
i6  Jar.,  101,  and  separate  report,  1863.  In  Leulie  v.  Leelic.  in  an  action  hy 
tcr  hei  husband's  death,  marriage  was  held  establiRhed  hy  the  terms  of  a  corre- 
between  them,  in  which  they  addressed  each  other  as  husband  and  wife.  In 
I  V.  Telvcrtim  the  acknowledgments  proved  were  held  hy  Lord  Ardmillan 
I  and  by  Lord  President  M'Neill  to  be  insufKcienl  proof  of  the  prerious  con- 
;  the  opposite  view  was  entertained  by  Lords  Cnrriehill  and  Deas.  The  case 
.pjicaled. 


Proof  of  courtshijj,  liowuvnr,  may  be  of  yieat  importance  as  i 
ing  the  conduct  of  the  parties  wliere  the  meaning  or  objei 
defender's  writ  is  in  iaBue  (9).* 

§  542.  The  question  arose  iu  a  recent  case  (A)  Wliethei 
ing  signed  l>y  a  party,  but  neither  holograph  nor  tested,  con 
his  pruniiso,  and  being  followed  by  copula,  constitute  ti  mi 
The  Ltird  Ordinary,  holding  the  writing  to  be  sufBcieut, ! 
favour  of  the  marriiige ;  hut  in  the  Inner  House  his  Li 
judgment  was  reversed,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  ver 
reason  for  beliering  that  the  promise  had  been  frnudontly 
above  a  signature  which  tlie  defender  had  written  on  the  j 
some  different  purpose.  Lords  Mackenzie,  Fullcrton,  ant 
concurred  in  holding  tliat  the  law  does  not  require-  the  vfril 
mise  to  be  either  holograph  or  tested ;  the  defender's  sobi 
to  a  promise  in  another  person's  handwriting  being  suftici 
vided  the  Court  are  satisfied  that  the  document  was  trul 
by  the  defender,  and  delivered  to  the  pursuer  as  a  promist 
riage.  The  Lord  President  did  not  pronounce  an  opinioE 
general  question. 

§  5i3.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  writing,  if  genuiiH 
contain  a  specific  promiso  of  marriage;  but  it  will  be  suf 
such  is  its  fair  import.  Tlie  promise  may  also  lie  inferred 
tenor  of  a  course  of  correspondence  (1),  In  like  manner,  t 
may  infer  a  promise  from  facts  admitted  by  the  defender  iu 
on  reference,  notwithstanding  his  denial  of  it  (k).' 


(g)  Honejmiui  ■;.  Cnmpbell,  1831,  6  W.  S.,  »3— Muateith  e.  Bobb,  agira. 
(A)  MMkoiiKie  p.  Stewiirt,  1848,  10  D..  611.  (i)  Honeymuu  r 

1631.  6  W.  8.,  144— pel  Lard  Ju»t.-Clwk  Hops  in  Houteith  v.  Bobb.  1844.  ( 
(i)  Stewart  ».  Lindsn}',  1816.  Hume  D.,  SBO. 


=  Rom  P.MHcleod,  18U1,  23  D.,  »72— Longworth  e.  YelvBrtfin.  pipra. 

*  "The  promiao  whii'b  the  law  requirea  in  snch  a  caee  mtiat  be  a  promiac 
ttccopted,  m  a  betrothal ;"  Lord  Curriehill,  in  Rras  e.  Maclewl,  1861,  28  D 
tiiU  yerj  iranirtiiiit  caae  on  this  branch  of  the  law,  the  defender  had  give 
[iioinise  to  marry  the  pursuer.  There  had  prBvioualy  been  courtsliip  and  ( 
jority  of  the  Court  thought)  inlerconrso  between  the  partice ;  but  the  Court  1 
evidence,  that  there  had  been  uo  copula  Rubac^iucnt  to  the  wrjlleo  prtioiise. 
rjueetiiin  was,  Whether  there  had  also  been  a  verbul  promise  prior  to  the  i 
and  tlie  Lord  Ordinary  (Kinloch)  thought  that,  although  the  verbal  promiai 
be  proved  hy  witneaaee,  yet  that  facts  and  circumslaueps  might  he  es(iiblieh(> 
evidence,  out  of  which  the  Court  might  infer  thut  a  prombc  had  been  inajlc 
view  was  i^xpllcitly  rcjeeted  in  the  Inner  Housie,  and  il  wua  held  thul  the  pri 
not  be  uoni potently  proved  in  that  way.    TJie  Lord  President  (M-Ncill)  statet 
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I.  The  author  of  an  able  and  learned  treatise  is  of  opinion 
i  promise  may  be  proved  by  the  defender's  judicial  exaniin- 
|.  It  is  thought,  however,  that  correct  practice  does  not 
lis  procedure,  the  general  rule  excluding  it  on  matters  whicli 
be  proved  by  parole  {m). 


■"raset,  Pcrs.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  197.  In  Saweis  c  Forrest,  1786,  noted  in  1 
il,tli8  pureuer  was  judicially  eiamined  withont  objection.  Mr  Fraser{ib.> 
that  the  same  coDise  «ae  followed  in  Stewart  v.  LiDdsaj,  1816.  Hume  D.,  880. 
>ears  from  the  report  that  the  defender  in  that  case  was  examined  ou  oath. 
Z^iDmisaaries  had  decided  that  the  proof  could  only  be  by  writ  or  oath. 
X  Tarbet  v.  Bennet.  1803,  Hume  D..  GOO— Forleous  u.  M'Beath,  1612,  ib.,  98 
on  0.  Hamilton,  1824,  8  S,  283— M'Mafiter  p.  Brown,  1829,  7  8.,  887— Alcock 
.  1842,  5  D.,  SG6.      See  on  judicial  eiaminations,  irifra.  Port  ii,  b.  ii,  tit  2, 


as  followa ;— "  The  promise  which  is  Teqniaite  in  order  to  mtike  marriage,  by 
ito  being  followed  by  interoooise,  19  a  promise  aa  to  which  the  proof  is  of  a  limit- 
It  must  be  proof  by  the  writ  of  the  party,  or  bj  the  oath  of  the  party.  The 
1st  derlTO  its  knowledge  of  the  promise  direct  from  the  party  himself,  either 
hand  or  from  his  mouth,  and  if  it  comes  from  his  mouth,  it  is  not  to  be  dls- 
[>ugh  the  recollection  or  evidence  of  parties  who  repeat  it.  It  mast  come  direct 
party  to  the  Court.  It  must  be  admitted  by  him  on  oatb,  and  if  bo,  that  would 
;  proof,  for  we  do  not  require  proof  of  what  is  admitted  on  oath.  The  fact  of 
ring  been  a  previoas  courtship  may,  in  some  citaea,  be  a  fact  of  importance  in 
enable  ua  Ui  read  with  more  certainty  the  document,  or  aeriea  of  documents,  or 
'  correEpondence.  But  etill  it  is  from  this  document  or  eeriea  of  documents  con- 
the  coTTeapondence  that  the  evidence  is  deduced.  They  may  require  conatruc- 
1  the  facta  that  enable  you  to  construe  them  may  ba  important.  But  still  the 
is  the  evidence  of  the  party."  This  view  of  the  lav  was  fully  recognised  in 
th  B.  Yelverton,  lupra.  In  Longworth  v,  Yelverton  Lords  Curriehill  and  Deas, 
aed  the  majority,  held  the  facte  to  be,  that  there  had  been  a  promlee  of  mat- 
Scotland  :  that  the  first  intercourse  between  the  parties  had  subsequently  taken 
Ireland;  that  the  parties  bad  afterwards  returned  to  Scotland,  and  that  iutei- 
lad  then  taben  place  there, — and  they  held  that  marriage  was  conatituted  by 
liae  and  subsequent  mpula  in  Scotland.  The  Lord  Preaident  dissented,  on  the 
Jiat  aaauming  that  there  had  been  a  promise  in  Scotland,  which  be  doubled,  still 
la  could  not  be  connected  with  the  promise.  The  eoptiia  must  be  in  Scotland  ; 
it  is  neceBsary  that  the  promise  should  also  have  been  given  in  Scotland  ap- 
ublfol ;  per  Lord  President  in  Longworth  v.  Yelverton.  It  would  appear  that 
omisa  be  preceded  as  well  u  followed  by  intercourae,  as  if  it  take  place  in  the 
if  an  illicit  cohabitation,  marriage  may  be,  but  is  not  necessarily  constituted ; 
laa  in  Uacleod  f.  Boas,  lupra.  Previous  illicit  intercourse  raises  a  presumption 
a  marriage,  or  interposes  an  obstacle  in  the  way  of  proving  it,  if  the  mode  of 
tion  alleged  be  promise  tubiiqumtt  copula,  and  still  more  if  cohabitation  and 
id  repute  be  the  ground  of  the  marriage.  But  if  it  be  alleged  that  a  marriage 
1  constituted  by  consent,  no  adverse  presumptjnn  Hrieea  from  the  previone  illicit 
ise;  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Inglis,  Fleming  b.  Corbet.  1859,  21  D..  1084. 
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5  545.     The  eiihsciiueut  copula  may  lie  proved  ^roui  t 
iucludiug  the  dofeuJer's  judicial  cxamiimticin  (o).* 


CHAPTER  n. — FBOOP  OF  OBLIGATIONS  REGARDING  HEH 

1 546.  Heritat»Ie  rights  have  long  been  considered  too 
1o  be  constituted  or  transmitted  by  verba!  contract.  ^ 
essential  to  all  obligatiuus  regarding  this  class  of  rights ; 
liae  beeu  adhibited  either  party  may  resile  as  from  an 
bargain  (p).  This  rule  applies  where  one  of  the  parties  < 
out  having  resiled,  before  the  writing  bad  beeu  executed 
wliere  a  contract  regarding  heritage  stands  on  offer  and  a 
the  latter  as  well  as  the  former  must  be  in  writing;  oth 
of  the  parties  would  be  bound,  and  the  other  free  (s),  V 
order  to  constitute  or  transmit  heritage  must  be  rcgularl 
holograph  {t).  Consequently,  when  the  obligation  stands 
misBives,  both  documents  mu3t  liave  one  or  other  of  tl 
situs  (h). 

§  547,     These  rules  apply  to  tlie  constitution  and  tn 


(n)  Harrie  v.  Crawford,  1782,  M.,  12,888— Rcid  i;.  Liing,  1831,  1  Sh. 
448 — Ferg.  Con.  Law.  115.  (u)  Sawera  u.  Forrest,  mpra — Rtid  d 

(p)  Stair,  1,  10,  B— Erak.,  8,  2,  2.  and  i.  2,  20—1  Bell'a  Com..  828-: 
66.  (r)  OUpliant  v.  MoaorgHQ,  1628.  M.,  8400.  («)  Enik., 

on  Et.,  221,  But  a  written  promiao  docs  not  r«iiitre  n  writtou  at'ooptanca 
Palcraou,  174S,  M„  8440— Moichead  v,  Cbalntirs,  175!).  H.,  8444.  It  u 
deliTBry;  Fultou  e.  Johnatnae,  1761,  M.,  8447,  (0  Erek..  8, 

Com..  328— Mora's  Notaa,  65.  (u)  Erak,,  8,  '2,  2— Barron  i\  R 

8468— More'fl  Notes,  66. 


*  The  Act  for  amending  tlio  Law  or  Haniago  in  Scotland,  19  and  2 
pTOTidsfl.  i  1,  that  after  Slat  December  1801  no  irregular  marriage  contra 
land  by  declarstjon,  acknowled^ieut,  or  ceremony,  ahall  be  valid,  utile 
partiea  had  hia  ur  her  nanal  pliwe  of  renideute  there,  or  had  liTed  tlisre  fi 
days  prooedinji; ;  and  (2)  thut  any  persons  so  contracting  an  irregular  n 
within  thrcfl  months,  apply  to  tlia  Sheriff  of  the  coanty  and  prove  their  i 
the  reaidetice  of  uue  of  lliem  in  Scotland  for  tbo  ri^ijuiaite  period :  that  thi 
then  certify  the  marriage ;  that  it  shall  ho  cotereil  in  Ibo  Registor  of  I 
that  a  copy  of  the  entry  sliall  be  received  "  in  oridenca  nf  such  marriage 
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r  of  property  in  land,  but  also  of  inferior  real  rights,  e.g., 
t  Becurities  and  servitudes  (ic),^ 

\.  Leases  of  heritable  subjects  may  be  proved  by  parole 
tie  duration  is  only  for  one  year  (^).  But  writing  is  easen- 
tie  conatitation  of  a  taek  for  a  louger  period  (z).     And  if  a 

lii,  1,  10,  B— 1  BeU's  Com.,  328— More'a  Nolea  220— KincBiii  o.  Stirling. 
1.,  "  Servitude,"  No.  4.     But  aea  Joliofltone  u.  Aithcn,  1829,  7  S,  732,  where 

in  the  pevulioT  ciruQmstsncea,  allowed  a  proof  before  atiswer  of  ui  alleged 
ni'ni>.  lu  Mutri<>,  2etb  Juno  1610,  F.  C,  the  rubric  is— "A  serritude  m 
i^aatMT  constituted  by  writing  not  holograph  nor  tested  fotiod  to  be  good 
igular  BoccesBors."  But  the  coee  wbs  too  B|)ecial  to  warrant  its  being  stated 
,  The  dominniii  wid  eervient  tenement  hud  origicttlly  bt'Ionged  to  the  same 
lo  had  suld  the  former,  and  two  years  aftur  the  sale  aont  a  letter,  nhjeh  was 
aph  or  l«st6d,  to  the  purthasei,  etatiog  that  he  held  himself  hound  not  to 
>s  Ui  obscure  the  light  of  the  tenement  sold,  and  Ihtt  a  clanao  to  tbat  effect 

omitted  ia  the  dispciaition.  The  Lord  Ordinar;  held  that  such  must  have 
nplied  condition  of  the  sale.  The  report  of  this  ease  in  Mor.  Sjnop.  of  Deoia., 
tl2,  BOcf  ■■  Sotvjtude."  No,  6,  hears  that  "  the  Court,  as  in  the  case  of  Gray, 
14,618,  held  that  a  negatire  servitude  can  be  oscertained  by  whaterer  affords 
liat  it  was  contracted  betveen  the  parties  that  such  a  servitude  Bbould  exist." 
i  nrit  home  out  by  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  Faculty  Collection ;  while  in 
f  Gray  tlie  deed  constituting  the  servitude  was  probative- 
air.  2.  9,  4— Ersk..  8,  2,  2~Beir8  Pr..  |  1188-1  BeU  on  Lewea.  282,  note- 
on  Land,  and  Ten.,  347.  (i)  Stuli,  tupta — Ersk,,  mpra — Bell's  Pr., 


Tvitude  may  be  constiluled  by  prescriptive  ttse,  or  by  written  grant.  In  the 
jf  Cochrane  r,  Ewart,  the  question  ouconed,  Whether  it  could  also  be  con- 
■6u>  if  tit  flfaelii  T  Tliere  the  adjoining  fens  of  the  pursuer  and  dofejider  bad 
to  one  proprietor.  On  that  of  the  pursuer  there  was  a  tan-work,  and  the  water 
le  t«n-yard  wan  conveyed  by  a  drain  through  the  property  afterwards  acquired 
fender.  When  the  property  came  to  he  held  by  different  ownorv,  the  owner 
■Bi  tenement  built  a  wall  intercepting  thd  drain :  and  an  action  to  have  the 
A  removed  was  raised  by  the  owner  of  the  higher  tencmiiDt.  The  jiursuer  had 
ptive  right  Lord  Deas  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Coort.  Ee  held  that 
claimed  by  the  pursuers  resolved  into  a  right  of  servitude,  which  might  be 
d,—  (1)  if  it  could  be  shewn  that  the  water  followed  tlie  natural  declivity  of 
A :  (2)  bj  implied  grant ;  (3)  Tthm  ipiii  ttfiulit,  if  the  actings  of  the  parties 
ilied  wnd  recognised  the  eiistence  of  the  right.  Ee  held  that  the  right  in 
was  constituted  both  by  implied  grant  and  rebiu  ipiia  etfaettt.  HIa  Lonlship 
0  the  CBse  of  Preston's  Trustees  u.  Preston,  1844,  reported  22  D.,  1166,  in  whioil 
right  of  servitude  hod  been  held  constitutod  reis*  iptit  ttfaxtit.  But  when 
T.  Ewart  was  appealed,  Lord  Chancellor  Campbell  and  Lord  Chelmsford  re- 
t  view  that  a  servitude  might  be  eonslitutnd  rttnu  ipiit  tt  faelit;  and  Klflrmed 
Dcnt  on  the  ground  of  implied  grant,  on  the  principle,  that  when  a  property 
ne  owner  was  severed,  and  part  of  it  was  disponed,  it  was  implied  that  any 
'A  and  necessary  far  the  comfortable  enjoyment  of  the  part  disponed,  was  cor- 
le  grant.  This  seems  also  the  principle  of  the  judgment  of  the  cose  of  Hntrie, 
ipra;  Cochrane  B.  Ewart.  1860,  22  D.,  858;  aff-,  1861,  4  Mocqueen.  117.  and 
ir.,  435. 
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leaac  for  more  than  one  3'ear  lias  been  entered  intu  by  "t 
ment,  both  parties  bave  right  to  resile,  and  the  contr. 
stand  as  a  one-year'a  lease  (a)  ;  because  "  its  tenuB  am 
must  have  been  adjusted  at  the  commencemeDt  for 
years,  anti  would  probably  he  quite  unsuitable  to  a  aho 
and  the  allowing  such  an  agreement  to  be  binding  I 
would  be  to  convert  one  transaction  into  another  "  (6). 
session  has  followed  on  such  a  lease,  it  will  be  good  for  1 
And  if  thc-ro  has  been  possession  for  some  years  un 
lease  for  more  than  one  year,  there  ie  locus penitenfiae  a 
but  the  year  current  (d),  unlesa  there  has  been  ret  11 
considerable  as  not  to  be  consistent  with  a  lease  for  01 
paying  a  grassum,  erecting  expensive  buildings,  and  tb' 
§  54!).  When  a  tenant  continues  his  possesion  al'te 
of  the  time  stipiJated  in  his  written  lease,  he  is  presui 
on  the  same  tonus  as  under  that  contract  (J").  But 
lease,  although  important,  is  not.  conclusive  proof  of  th( 
ment,  and  any  change  on  its  stipulations  may  be  pro 
Jure  {g) ;  the  possession  for  each  successive  year  being  u 

(a)  SUir,  »iii>ra— Bell's  Pr.,  ni^mj— I  Bell  on  Lenses,  281—1  Huntc; 
Et.,  221—2  Fnisar  on  Pera.  and  Dom.  Kel.,  370— Csdell  u.  Sinclair,  i; 
ncited  in  Ilume  D..  3'JO,  S.  C.  Contra,  apaiatit  in  Patenon  v.  Edingtoi 
De,  imd  An.l„  U7— Erak.  Prin.,  2,  6.  8.  (ft)  Tuit,  mpra. 

(e)  Stair,  2,  B,  4—1  Hunter.  348—1  BeU  on  Leaaoa,  282,  note—": 
Kfdtli  V.  JohuBtone'a  Ten.,  1(189,  M.,  8400— A  B,  1791,  M.,  15,181. 

B.  Johnstone's  Ten.,  nipm— Buohonnn  i'.  BAirrJ,  1778,  M.,  8478 — Ilimte. 

(f)  A  B,  1568,  M.,  8410:  16.209,  S.  C— Skene  v.  ,  1687.  M.. 

V.  M'Whlrter,  18th  Dec«mber  1810,  F.  C— Bee  Noil!  u.  Casailis,  22d  Ni 
— More'a  Notea,  67.  See  ou  this  point  infra  in  the  chapter  on  m  interm 
tit.  1.  Ph.  4,  (/)   1  Unnter,  619.  { j)  Supra,  \  173. 

Duff,  1851,  13  D.,  1044,  tupra,  \  113.  WLere  a  change  is  t^reeA  lo 
atipulKtiotia  of  a  prerions  tFTitten  leaso,  the  tenant  rather  possesses  unde 
than  on  tacit  lelocntion. 


*  A  verbd  lease  for  mure  (ban  one  year  is  binding  if  Followed  by 
but  the  verbal  lease,  though  followed  by  rn  infmen/at,  cunnot  be  prove 
hut  only  by  writ  or  oath  of  pnrtT.  "  When  the  institutional  writera  or  o 
speak  of  a  vorbal  agreement  not  being  binding-  eyon  if  it  were  adinittod 
olwayn  mean  a  verbal  agreement  upou  wbioh  there  haa  been  no  rri  mien 
tbe  other  hanil,  when  they  speak,  in  other  passages,  of  a  verbal  agreenii 
ing  if  fn  in/cmmffw  hos  followed  upon  it.  llioy  always  mean  a  verbal  ngi 
tently  proved,  thut  is  to  say,  proved  hy  the  odveraary's  oath  ";  Lord  Dei 
Caralairs,  1802,24  D.,  1382.  But  it  maybe  proved  alao  by  his  writ; 
atfure  (where  the  question  was  as  to  a  lease  for  998  yeiirs).  and  Wallte. 
26  D..  417.  where  the  question  was  ok  to  an  alleged  lease  for  3  years. 
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contract,  which  adopted  uU  the  ohligatiouH  under  the  prior 
'xcept  in  80  far  as  they  were  specially  departed  from. 

50,  Tiie  rule  which  requires  writing  in  oliligations  regarding 
re  applies  to  euhniisaions;  no  contract  of  submiasion  or  de- 
hitral  of  which  that  is  the  suhject  being  effectual,  unless  it 
ained  in  a  probative  or  holograph  writing  (A),  or  unless  it  has 
allowed  by  m  intervenlua  (i). 

51.  But  while  either  party  may  resile  from  a  yerbol  obliga- 
gurding  heritage  so  long  as  matters  are  entire,  yet  if  the  party 
jides  by  tlie  contract  has  incurred  expense  on  the  faith  of 
nance,  he  will  be  entitled  to  reparation  for  those  expenses 
he  party  resiling.  Thus  where  the  subscribers  for  a  monu- 
lo  the  late  Lord  Melville  had  agreed  verbally  with  Sir  Pet«r 
ir  for  a  site  for  the  building,  and  had  performed  several  opera- 
m  the  ground;  and  where,  in  consequence  of  the  agreement, 
I  altereil  his  feuing  iilana,  and  the  drains  and  levels  on  bis 
i ;  but  the  monument  had  afterwards  been  erected  on  another 
in  an  action  at  the  instance  of  Sir  Peter,  the  Court  held  him 
d  to  "  indemnification  for  any  actual  loss  he  might  have  sus- 
,  and  for  the  expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  altera- 
[  the  3it«"  (k).    So  where  a  party  alleged  that  he  had  expended 

of  money  in  erecting  a  dwelling  house  on  a  piece  of  ground 
be  knowledge  of  the  proprietor,  and  on  the  faith  of  his  verbal 
se  to  execute  a  conveyance,  but  that  the  ground  had  subse- 
ly  been  conveyed  to  a  third  part}',  the  Court  held  that  an 
.  for  the  expenses  which  the  party  had  so  laid  out  was  relevant, 
lat  the  rule  which  required  the  intervention  of  writing  in  ol>- 
ms  regarding  heritage  did  not  apply  (I),  The  case  was  re- 
i  as  laid  on  fraud,  and  the  jiromise  as  well  as  the  ex|>enditure 
put  in  issue  ;  from  which  it  would  seem  that  parole  was  con- 
d  admissible  to  prove  them  both.  In  this  case,  however,  as 
sLB  that  regarding  Lord  Melville's  monument,  the  action  was 
nod  only  for  the  actual  expenses  incurred  in  consequence  of 
iireement  not  having  been  implemented,  and  not  generally  for 
id  by  non-implement. 


A  B,  1584,  M..  12,448— A  B,  1617,  M.,  16,820— Giiirii nor  v.  Bro?,Ti,  1788.  M.. 
Tait.  Et.,  223.  (i)  See  oa  t«  inl/rvmlm,  infra.  Port  ii,  h.  i,  til.  1,  ch.  i. 

.Walker  u.  Mjlna,  1823,  S  S.,  3T0.  The  anmmons  conclailed  for  implemaut  or 
n,  but  the  &nt  Blteiuatlve  was  departed  frani.  9oe  lUao  Mackenzie  v.  Trotter. 
U,  B437— CnuiplKtlJ  >'.  }tol)eTtiion,  1797,  noted  in  Hame  D.,  849. 

Boll  p.  Bell,  1841,3  B.,  1201, 
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§  552.  lu  an  old  case,  where  parties  liad  ^^eed  t< 
lease  for  several  years  under  the  stipulatioii  that  if  the  fc 
not  enter  he  was  to  pay  a  year's  rent  as  penalty  or  fo 
landlord  having  erected  farm  buildings,  and  the  tenant  1 
fused  to  enter  ;  the  Court  sustained  the  clsiim  of  the  form 
penalty;  which,  being  due  under  an  oblL,!:iiiion  to  pay  m 
certain  event,  did  not  require  writ  for  its  lunstitution,  but 
proved  by  the  oath  of  the  obligant  (m).  'Hie  principle  of 
6eema  to  ax)ply  to  all  verbal  obligations  refr:niling  heritage 
penalty  is  stipulated  in  the  event  of  non-|KTfurmance. 

§  553.  It  was  ouce  held  that  a  verbal  promise  to  rati 
formal  disposition  of  land  was  binding,  and  could  be  prove 
oath  of  the  obligant  (»). 

The  rules  as  to  rci  tnlervenins  are  con,aid(Ted  afterward 


CHAPTER  IlI.—OF  THE  PROOF  OF  BIGHTS  AND  OBLIGAT 
RKGARDING  MOVEABLES. 

I.  Proof  of  property  in  Moveables. 

§  554.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  th(.'  iiossession  of  ( 
moveables  raises  a  presumption  of  a  right  iil'  property  in  th 
tliat  tliis  presumption  may  be  overcome  by  proof  ^>rowi  dej 

11.  Nominate  Contracts  regarding  Moveables. 

§  555.  Contracts  and  obligations  which  relate  to  corpora 
ables,  and  have  known  prestations,  may  be  proved  prout 
whatever  be  the  amount  at  slake  (6).  TIji.'  reason  is,  thi 
heads  of  such  agreements  are  simjde  and  ensily  remembe 
as  law  will  supply  the  consequent  mutual  ublifjiations,  the  pr 
safely  bo  by  parole,  and  the  iiitereKts  of  tritdt^  require  that  i 
not  be  unnecessarily  restricted.  This  rule  applies  to  com 
sale,  barter,  and  location  of  corporeal  moveables  (c).     Tht 

(m)  Skoen  r.  -^-,  1637.  M„  8401— Stair,  2,  9.  4— Ersk..  2.  6,  80— Taifi 
(n)  Cliriatie'e  Daughter?  i:  GhiistiE,  1745,  M.,  S437,    This  decision  is  qoe 
Profesacit  More,  Nates  to  St.iir,  p-  C6.  (a)  Supm,  \  827,  tt  ttq. 

{b)  Stair,  4,  43.  4— Ersk,,  4,  2,  20— BeH'e  Pr.,  J?  89,  136,  196,  204— Tait 
(c)  AuthnritifS  in  prpceifing  note. 
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tion  in  regard  to  ships ;  for  the  sale  vv  trausfurence  of  which 
g  is  required  both  by  conimon  law  (rf),  and  by  tlie  terms  of 
Jgistry  Acts  (e).*  This  solemnity  is  also  necessary  in  con- 
of  affreiglitraent,  by  whicli  the  whole  or  a  large  part  of  a  ship 
.ted  (j").  But  a  contract  to  carry  gfjods  in  a  ship  may  l)e 
tuted  verbally,  and  may  be  ynovoii  prout  dejzire  (g). 
the  cases  above  noticed,  whore  writing  is  iipcessary,  it  is  bind- 
though  not  probative  or  holograph,  being  in  re  mercatoria  (h). 
'56.  A¥heii  a  contract  concerning  moveables  stands  on  offer 
;ceptance,  the  most  8atisfact<)ry  proof  is  wliere  writing  has  in- 
ed  on  both  sides.  But  a  written  offer  may  be  accepted  ver- 
[t),  or  by  acting  in  terms  of  it,  e.g.,  sending  the  goods  which 
rty  offered  to  buy  (A).     Even  tacit  acceptance  is  binding,  as 

a  merchant  writes  to  his  correspondent  that  he  will  send  him 
1  commoilities  at  a  specified  price  unless  he  hears  from  him 

contrary,  and  the  merchant  to  whom  the  offer  is  made  does 
cline  it  within  a  reasonable  time  (f).     But  whenever  the  offer 

expressly  or  by  implication  requires  a  written  acceptant^e, 
I  essential  tJi  the  constitution  of  the  contract.^ 
57.  Writing  seems  to  be  essential  to  the  transmission  of  in- 
eal  rights,  although  relating  only  to  moveables.  Thus  the 
^ance  of  a  written  obligation  to  deliver  grain  at  a  certain 
;annot  be  proved  by  witnesses  (m).  And  writing  is  essential 
gnations  of  written  obligations  («) ;  and  even  to  the  assigna- 


1  BeU'B  Com.,  153.  (e)  8  and  4  WiU.  IV,  c.  56—8  and  9  Vict.,  c.  SB- 

IS  Vict.,  c.  29,  ii  7,20.  See  chapter  on  the  registry  of  ships,  infra.  Part  ii,  b,ii. 
I.  7.  (/)  1  Bell's  Com.,  639.  <S  Bell'B  Com.,  tupra. 

BeU'fl  Com..  lUpra.     See  infra,  Ij  7B4,  il  leq,,  upon  wrilings  in  rt  mercaloria. 
.  Bell's  Com.,  326.  (*)  Bell's  Com.,  ib.— BeU's  Pt..  g  76_Mackellar  i: 

t,  1828, 4  Mur.,  644.  (0  BeU'g  Com.,  ib.— Bell's  i'r..  ib.— Jacquei  Semija 

Watt.  12th  Feb,  1817.  F.  C— Jaffmy  v.  Bong.  182*.  3  S„  375.  (m)  Clark 

ider.Sth  March  1819,  F.C.;  2  Mur.,  89;  affirmed  19tli  June  1819.  6  Pat.  Ap.  Ca., 
iee  copy  of  Lord  Cbaucellor'a  apeech  in  Session  papers  in  the  Advocates'  Li- 
oc.  Col.,  eeh  March  1S19.  (n)  1  Boll's  Com.,  3'J8. 


e  a«  to  title  in  ships,  Daffus  v.  HackAj,  1867,  19  D..  430— Schultzc  v.  Robin- 
1,  24  D.,  120— BeU  v.  Gow,  1862.  1  Macph.,  188. 

a  written  lease  it  was  provided  that  the  landlord  or  incuming  tenant  should 
e  option  of  taking,  at  a  valuation,  the  half  or  whole  of  the  wsy-^ing  crop,  on 
on  to  the  ont-going  tenant,  six  montlis  before  the  expiry  of  the  lease.  Tlie 
ild  that  a  verbal  intimation  hj  the  incoming  tenant  of  his  intention  to  take  the 
ag  crop  bad  been  competently  proved  by  parole.  Lord  Ucbb  thought  that  tho 
on  should  have  hoeii  in  writing ;  Duke  c  Ferguson,  1862,  24  D..  647. 
OL.  I.  ,  2  A 
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tiou  of  u  debt  which  may  l»e  couatittittMl  wiUiout  tlmt  toni 
So,  in  an  old  case  where  two  jwrties  verbally  oxcambetl  t\ 
ill  two  public  companies,  and  earnest  was  given  therocn, 
Imld  that,  as  writing  hail  not  been  interposed,  there  was  i 
/■entiae,  upon  the  party  who  resiled  returning  the  earnest 
iug  the  damages  which  he  had  occasioned  to  the  other  ps 
adhering  to  the  bai^ain  {p). 

g  558.  Assignations  t')  granta  of  patent  must  be  ii 
They  must  be  entered  in  the  "  Register  oi'  rn>prietors ;"  ' 
such  entry  shall  have  been  made,  the  grantee  or  gratit< 
letters  patent  shall  he  deemed  and  taken  to  be  the  solo  a 
sivc  pnL>prietor  or  proprietors  of  such  letters  patent,"  and 
lativo  rights  and  privileges  (r).  In  like  manner  copyrigl 
he  effectually  assigned  except  by  written  assignment  eutt 
Register  Book  oi"  the  Stationer's  Company  (e).* 

§  559.  Writing  is  not  essential  to  submissions  regard 
ables ;  both  verbal  submissions  and  verbal  decrees-arbitn 
matters  being  valid,  if  proved  by  oath  of  party  on  ref 
Strictly  they  may  not  be  proved  by  witnesses,  or  even  1 
biters  examiiio*!  on  oath  (w).     But  "  there  may  be  partic 

(oj  BeirB  Pr.,  i  1460— Smith  v.  Puller,  1820.  2  Miir.,  344— leles  r.  Gil 
880,  note— ForbuB  t'.  Alleun,  1S-2&,  2  8.,  1119.  d^ilra.  ranipin  r.  MeJHllf 
Sup.,  60tt.  (p)  LavBon  o.  AuchiulMk,  lUUU,  H.,  8402.  ( 

Vict.,  e.  88.  i  86— Nunaaii'fl  Law  of  Patents,  p.  147.  {>)  G  and  I 

i  18.  (()  WiBhait  n.  Fdoonor,  II125.  H„  17,0!3— Home  v.  So. 

8402— FnisiT  b.  Willinmson,  1778,  M..  8476;  12,417,  S.  C.  (u)  Fer 

1824,  3  S.,  76  (new  ed.)- Ft«H-r  b.  Williuinsou,  lupra.  But  ia  Hume  •>. 
the  Court  alloved  the  decree  to  be  proved  b;  the  arbiter's  outh. 


s  The  not  25  and  26  Vict.,  c,  86,  givea  certain  abridgfld  fonna  by  whii 
may  be  onnvi^yed,  moveable  lights  ussiKUFd,  aud  the  atwignatioiiB  intimate' 

*  A  certiBFate  of  repatratian  in  the  Kegister  Book  ia  prima  facit  evideo 
ship  of  copyright.  In  a  recent  oaae.  the  regiBtered  proprietor  of  the  copyii 
raised  an  action  Bgainst  a  ptirty  who  had  published  the  sons';  and  at  t 
which  ensued  (tlip  verrtift  being  for  tbp  pimjner).  tin  exception  was  ' 
charge  of  the  piesidiug  judge,  Lord  President  M'Neill  ia  so  far  bb  "bt  la 
"  in  Ebe  eTQut  of  prima  facie  eTidence  being  rebnttt^l,  the  pursuer,  ths  n 
prietor,  might  Btill  flU]>port  his  title,  without  production  of  a.  formal  instmmi 
raent,  attested  b;  two  witneaaes."  This  direction  was  held  by  the  Com 
founded,  eud  Ihu  judgmcut  was  aflinned  on  ajipesJ.  It  waa  not  decided 
dcnce  the  title  tif  the  pumuor  could  hiive  been  BUpiwrted,  if  the  ;irtnia  J 
fdrred  by  the  registration  had  been  held  to  be  rebnlted.  The  punnier  p 
(Uia,  a  written  n-ceipt  bf  (he  authoresB  for  the  price.  The  Court  rufose 
the  verdicf,  a«  againat  evidence.  But  no  objectjon  ta  the  cmupetenry  of  i 
Mpt  so  for  as  covered  by  the  exception  to  the  direction,  vbb  inaitted  i: 
K.vle,  1B5G,  18  D..  906 ;  alT.  1869.  31  Sc.  Jur.,  586. 
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1  tmusactioiis  wliere  prubablj  the  Court  miglit  allow  ft  nvh- 
anJ  a  decree  to  be  proved  hy  parole  "  (j:).  And  this  has 
lowed  iu  submission 8  intei'  ruxticns  regarding  matters  of 
Qportance  (y). 

sro  the  contract  to  submit  or  the  decree-arbitral  reiimres  to 

riting,  the  document  must  be  either  holograph  or  proba- 

If  it  ie  not,  it  may  be  validated  by  ret  interveiUua  (a). 

0.  A  judicial  reference,  even  when  agreed  to  in  writing,  ia 
included  contract  till  the  authority  of  the  Court  has  been 
led  to  it ;  and  therefore  either  party  may  resile,  if  he  can 
he  Court  tliat  the  proceeding  is  inexpedient  (6),  It  has  not 
ttled  whether  the  power  to  resile  exista  independently  of 
irt. 

1.  Transaction  or  compromise  regarding  moveables  may  be 
by  writ  or  oath  of  party,  but  not  by  parole  (c),  except  in 
matters  {d).  Ret  infervetilus  will  probably  open  the  door 
Kjf  at  large.  In  a  keenly  contested  case  where  the  issues 
■WTiether,  imder  an  arrangement  of  a  certain  case  during  a 

wos  meant  that  a  sum  which  a  friend  of  one  of  the  parties 
m  bound  tu  pay  was  by  way  of  obligation,  or  only  as  a  chari- 
mation  ?  and,  Whether  the  arrangement  had  been  sanctioned 
party  (who  afterwards  attempted  to  disturb  it)  ? — parole  evi- 
vtiB  admitted  along  with  the  writings  which  pEissed  on  the 
a ;  and  Lord  Moncrieff  charged  the  jury  that  "  the  question 
r  any  agreement  entered  into  was  a  compromise  or  not,  de- 
m  the  whole  evidence,  wTitten  and  parole,  taken  together." 
ject  of  admitting  parole  wiw  to  show  the  true  meaning  of 
ters,  as  contrasted  with  certain  expressions  contained  in 


1 1 1. — Iimomuinle  (Jonlractit  regarding  vwceahhn, 

i2.  Mr  Erekine  holds  that  contracts  which  are  not  distin- 
l  by  proper  nomina  juris,  and  which  consist  of  mere  recipro- 

m  Loci)  Glenlee  in  Fenie  r.  Emnj;.  tupra.  (y)  A  B,  1746.  H.,  647G 

oGibBon  V.  Howie,  102U,  M.,  16,8711.  (»)  See  Part  ii,b.  i,  lit.  l,ch,  1,  on 

rnticatitiii  of  writingB  in  submisBions.  (a)  See  Port  ii,  b.  J,  tit.  1,  ch.  1. 

trvmtiu.  {h)  Reid  n.  Henderaon,  I84I,  3  D..  1102.  (c)  Oranabmn 

1683,  M..  12,297— L.  SomersiUe  b.  N.,  IMO,  M..  ib.— Fothcringham  p.  Hnn- 
,  M..  12,4U.  Seo  also  M'Dhoae  r.  Reid,  1744,  M.,  12,88!t— Cttdiow  p.  WilBon, 
Hur.  101— Burnett  «.  Ewen,  IfiffO.  M.,  I6,4!l4.  (rf)  Tail,  803, 

iffwy  u.  SiioiHon,  1835.  13  S.,  1122. 


^ 
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cal  obligations  to  give  or  perfonu,  caunot  l>e  proved  by 
when  the  subject  is  beyond  £llX)  Scots;  "because,  whil 
tractfl  which  lay  mutual  obligations  on  both  parties,  n&tu 
ing  from  the  contracts  theioselveB,  their  meaning  can 
misapprehended  by  witneesee,"  "  in  yerbai  agreements  in 
articles  do  not  necessarily  arise  from  the  nature  of  any  ki 
tract,  but  depend  entirely  upon  the  import  of  the  words  \ 
tlie  parties,  inattentive  hearers  may,  either  by  misplacing 
spoken,  or  by  mistaking  its  true  meaning,  be  apt  to  cl 
obligation  into  something  quite  different  from  what  the  i 
tended  "  (/).  This  view  is  supported  by  the  opinion  of  1 
boddo  in  his  report  of  a  case  of  cautionry,  which,  lioweve 
decided  on  that  ground  (g).  Mr  Tait  (h)  adopts  the  sarr 
though  acknowledging  tliat  it  has  not  been  recognised  by 
sion.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  adopted  in  prai 
the  contrary,  the  tendency  of  several  decisions  is  a^ 
rule  (i).  It  is  not  likely,  therefore,  that  it  mil  be  ft 
modern  practice,  especially  as  the  admissibility  of  the 
witnesses  has  removed  the  chief  ground  on  which  M 
maintained  his  doctrine.' 


(/)  Erak.,  4,  2,  20.  Ij)  Taasie  v.  M'Linlocli.  17fi4,  ft  B.  S 

(A)  Toil.  Ev.,  aiM.  (.-)  Seo  Stirling  .•.  M'Phadrick.  1628, 

Wilson  v.  SwHQ,  1804.  Humo  D.,  817— Borthwick  e.  Bremner.  1833,  II  8. 

K.  Hill.  1830.  8  S.,  883-~Bftma  pwtiet.  10  8..  219. 


'  The  law  secniB  to  be  correctly  slated  in  the  quotation  from  Erakine. 
of  EdnioDBton  u.  EdtaonatoD,  Lord  Benholtne,  delivering  the  Judgment  i 
adopted  the  law  lu  there  laid  dowu  ;  und  added, — "  It  is  cJeailj  Ibe  lav 
not  only  in  ro^rd  to  h^ritBge,  bat  also  in  regard  to  moveables,  that  Jna 
tracts,  especially  such  us  arc  of  an  unuaual  character,  cannot  be  conEtihite' 
proved  by  witnessea.  Nor  does  it  alter  the  rule  tbot  rti  inlenmlia  upon  su 
ionominate  contracts  is  (tlloged.  For  the  uncftrtainty  he  to  the  terms  of  a 
vorhal  contract  renders  it  impoesible  to  determine  vhat  acta  can  be  consjc 
stituting  B  partial  performance,  or  rn  inleniattui  following  upon  it."  Id  th 
luonBtoo,  the  porauer  set  forth  llii  agreement  to  the  elfect  that  he  was  to  s 
estate  if  ho  settlod  in  a  certain  neighbourhood  as  a  medical  practitioner, 
that  he  had  nocordingly  done  eo,  abandoning  his  previous  mercantile  pon 
held  that  tba  agreemoDt  could  not  1>e  proved  bj'  parole ;  Edmonston  v.  Bnii 
atoii.lS6].23D.,!)%. 
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PRUOF  OF  CONTRACTS  OF  SKUVICE. 


PTER  IV. — PROOF  OF  CONTRACTS  OF  PARTNERSHIP  AMD  JOINT 
ADVENTURE, 


)63.     The  contracts  of  partueraliip  and  juixit  adventure  may 
ablislied  by  evidence  prout  dejure  (a). 


CHAPTER  v.— PROOF  OP  CONTRACTS  OF  SERVICE. 


i64.  A  eoutract  of  service  for  a  (wariod  uot  exceeding  a  year 
«  proved  prout  de  jure  (i).  Writing  ia  essential  to  the  coii- 
loii  of  contracts  for  any  longer  period  (c) ;  neither  parole  {d) 
ith  of  party  (e)  being  admissible  to  prove  them,  unless  there 
;en  ret  intervenlvs.  A  verbal  contract  for  more  than  a  year 
t  be  enforced  even  for  that  period ;  because  its  stipulations 
made  with  reference  to  a  contract  essentially  different  (/). 
'  the  service  has  been  entered  upon,  such  a  contract  is  effec- 
3r  the  year  current ;  each  party  boiiig  entitled  to  resile  at  the 
f  that  term  (3).  And  a  verbal  contract  for  more  than  one 
which  has  been  followed  by  such  rei  intervetilus  as  is  iucon- 
t  with  only  one  year's  duration,  will  be  effectual  for  tho  wtiole 
I  (/().  It  was  once  held  that  a  contract  of  service  entered  into 
1  for  more  than  one  year,  and  followed  by  entering  into  the 
e,  had  been  effectually  constituted  for  its  whole  term,  aocord- 

1  the  iex  loci  contractus,  and  might  be  proved  by  parole  (j). 

2  BeU'fl  Com.,  622— Bell's  Pr.,  l  364— Taifg  Ev..  299— Stevflnson  v.  Wright. 
I.,  12,732— Logan  v.  Brown,  1824,  8  S.,  16— TboniBon  v.  Ciiinpbell's  Tr.,  1831, 
..  16— M'Kinluj  v.  Gillon.  1881,  9  S.,  90;  iUBm«d  5  Vi.  3..  468. 

EnOi.,  1,  7,  62,  note— Boll'n  Pr.,  |  173—2  Fraaer,  Pem.  iwd  Dora.  Rol.,  869— 
»..  298.  (c)  Erek.,  jupra— Belfe  Pr.,  mipra—%  Fraatr,  870— Tait,  mpra— 

If  P.  Yonng,  1837,  1  Swin.,  474— CiMiaell  v.  Sinclair.  1749,  M..  12,410 ;  S.  C, 
lume  D.,  HUO— Patersoii  v.  Edington,  t7(h  June  1830,  F.  C. ;  8  8.,  Q31 ;  8  De. 
d,  147.  S.  0.  (d)  Kennedy  v.  Toong,  mpra.  (e)  CaddeU  v. 

r,  mpro— Tail,  SB9,  (/)  Pntenon  o.  Edington,  mpm.  [g)  CaddftU 

lair.  TO/.™ — Tiiit,  npra — Fraaer,  mpra.  (h)  Soe  Napier  p.  Dick,  1805, 

U..  88R— Kymcr  p.  M'lntyn..  1781.  M..  6726;  Hoiloa.  887,  B.  C— NoU  w. 
I,  1807,  Hnmo  D,  20.  Sep  the  ehBjdor  on  rn  inlm-mhu,  Part  ii,  li.  i,  til.  1,  cL.  4. 
0»le  .■.  DiiiiiLnrMn  Gliia?  Co.,  18211,  7  s.,  HF,il, 


PROOF  OF  OOSTBMfrS  OF  SBBTICE. 

§  5ti5.  Wliere  a  piirty  sues  aucither  fur  wages  iis  ha 
earned  under  a  contract  of  eervicc,  he  may  prove  jrrout  d* 
the  fact  of  service  ani]  the  terma  on  which  it  was  rent 
cause  such  a  case  does  not  involve  any  question  of  foca*/ 
but  (inly  the  questions,  Was  there  service  ?  and  if  8o,  I. 
temis  (i)? 

§  566.  When  writing  is  required  to  prove  a  contract 
it  must  be  prohative  or  holograph ;  and  an  informal  mif 
out  ret  tntervenluB  (raunot  be  set  up  even  Viy  oath  of  parlj 

The  rules  as  U)  the  effect  of  rei  interventu^  in  validatin, 
contracts  of  service  are  considered  afterwards. 


CHAPTER  VI. — PROOF  OF  CONTRACTS  OF  HANDAT 


§  .'567.  Contracts  of  mandate  may  generally  he  pre 
role,  and  always  by  writ  or  oatli  (a).  All  these  modes  o; 
competent  in  mandates  to  enter  into  such  contracts  regarc 
ables  as  may  be  proved  prmit  dejure  (b).  Writing  is  n( 
sential  to  the  constitution  of  a  mandate  to  buy  herita 
where  ono  had  Itought  an  estate,  another  perstm  allegirij 
piirchaae  had  been  made  for  him  under  a  verbal  mai 
prove  his  averment  prcntt  de  jure  (c).     And  where  the  i 

(k)  Thos  one  who  had  taken  charge  of  her  hmtheT'B  chililien  foi  t'igbt 
lowed  Ui  prove  prout  de  jure  an  ugr^oment  thit  ehe  nns  to  be  TEmunerBlc 
Gillcepk,  1838.  12S..  136;  13  S.,  700.  And  eiich  uu  agreetaeut  bus  buen 
the  fiwt  of  servioe  performoil  by  one  living  in  the  bouse  of  a  relation,  th 
jiToof  that  it  was  to  bt:  gratuitoua  ;  Anderson  v.  Ua^ej.  1647,  9  D.,  1222;  n; 
—Shepherd  r.  Meldrum,  1812,  Hume  D.,  .SB4— M'Nanghton  ii.  M'Nai 
Hume  D.,  896— Adunifl  e.  Telera,  1842.  4  U.,  599,  WhercM  when  Bor> 
roT.derod  by  n  neighbour  not  lising  in  the  house,  the  Court  r^eoted  a  clai 
Wftinlflined  on  the  ground  of  implied  obligation ;  Rilchie  u.  Ferguson.  IW 

[I)  Patereon  v.  Edlngt«u,  lupra — Cnddoll  e.  Sinclair,  fuprs— 2  Fraser  i 
878.  (a)  1  B.-11-a  Com.,  478— More'a  Notes.  78— Tail  Et.,  2 

M'Lean,  1838,  1 1  IS..  788— Caeea  In  Hor.,  12,8BT.  t  ttq.  In  the  older  ca« 
WM  often  required.     Sec  B.  Synop..  1896.  (6]  AuthorilioR  in  pri't- 

(o)  BoeweU  v.  Selkrip,  1811,  Hume  11..  860— Corbet  v.  Douglfts,  18 
Tweodie  v.  Loch,  6  B,  Sap.,  680 — Skene  (i.  BalTour  Ranmay,  ib.  — Maiwel 
ib.— per  L.  UIunlsF  in  Slackay  «.  Ambtiwc,  1829.  7  R.,  fi99— per  Lonl  I'r 
in  H'Leui  i'.  liiohardBon.  1HS4,  12  S.,  869— AliBoti  v.  Aliwin.  1771,  H.. 
Slip.,  680,  B.  C.     These  cubi^b  nrc  noted  fully.  i>y™.  {  676  (*). 
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of  a  party  maintained  that  a  mandate  to  buy  houses  for  liim 
only  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath,  the  Court  admitted  parole  of 
inferring  that  he  had  homologated  the  purchase  (d).^ 
)68.  Mandates  to  draw,  accept,  or  indorse  bills,  may  be  proved 
e  writ  or  oath  of  the  mandant  (e).  The  old  rule  of  Scotch  law 
red  a  vtritten  procuration  (/).  But  it  is  now  settled  that  such 
Atee  may  be  inferred  from  facta  and  circumstances  (y);  e.g.,  the 
al  practice  of  the  principal  to  recognise  the  mandatory's  sub- 
ions  (A),  or  his  recognition  of  the  individual  bill  (i).  So  a 
who  has  recognised  a  bill  to  which  his  uame  was  affixed  by  a 
person,  is  barred  from  alleging  that  it  was  forged,  the  recog- 
1  implying  authority  (k).  Procuration  is  also  embraced  by 
aneral  authority  of  the  agent  or  factor  of  a  merchant  residing 
d  (J).  So  the  averment  that  it  was  the  custom  for  commission 
s  in  a  certain  trade  to  draw  bills  on  their  principals  per  pro- 
ion  without  a  special  mandate,  and  that  this  was  known  to  a 
n  engaged  in  that  trade,  was  Jield  relevant  to  warrant  an  issue 
Kniration,  so  as  to  make  him  liable  for  the  amount  (m).*  And 
»wer  of  the  general  manager  of  a  company's  business  at  a  place 
!  neither  of  the  partners  resided,  coupled  with  some  other  cir- 
liances,  was  held  to  make  the  company  liable  for  a  hill  drawn 

Hadie  t,  Ouchlerlony,  1766,  H..  12,403 :  Hailea,  16 ;  130,  S.  C. 

1  BeU's  Com.,  899— Bell's  Pr..  i  321— Thomson  on  Bills,  220.  (/)  !b. 
BeU'B  Com.,  ib.— Bell's  Pr.,  ib.— Thomson,  ib.— Llaridson  c.  Robertaon,  1815,  8 
18,  rPFureing,  '  (A)  Bell's  Com..  tupra—BtlVa  Pr..  mpra.  (t>  Bell's 
■Bpro— Chitty  ou  Bills,  81,  el  lej.— Bjlea  on  Bills,  28— Llewellyn  v.  Wiuckworth, 
8  Me.  and  Wei.,  608— Caith  v.  Taylor,  1830.  Lloyd  and  Welsby.  178— Preecott 
B,  1632,  0  Bing.,  19.  See  also  Provan  v.  Gray.  1821,  1  S.,  92— Finlay  r,  Currie, 
3  D.,  278.                      (k)  MiUei  d.  Little,  1831,  9  S„  328— Maiklem  v.  Walker, 

2  8..  58— Beg.  p.  Pariah,  1837,  8  Car.  ami  Pa.,  94— Barber  v.  Gingell,  1800, 
80.  {I)  1  Bell's  Com.,  400,  (m)  Anderson  p.  Back,  1841,  8 


I  Stewart  v.  Johnston.  1857.  19  D.,  1071,  Lord  Ardmillan.  Ordinary,  held  that 
ment  of  verbal  authority  to  contract  for  a  feu  of  horitabk'  anbjccts  cannot  be 
eutly  proved  by  parole.     But  Lord  Ueaa,  in  the  Inner  House,  said  that  bu  wua 
>e  understood  as  assenting  to  that  doctrine. 
a  competent  to  prove  by  parole  a  mandate  to  make  a  donation:  Mackenzie  v. 

1869,  21  D.,  1048. 
aplied  authority  to  accept  a  bill  per  procuration  for  annthor  may  ariso  iji  titroe 

(1)  the  party  signing  per  procuration  may  hold  an  office  which  of  neeoasity  im- 
ch  authority  ;  (2)  the  aulhority  may  he  implied  from  the  praclicf  of  a  particular 
or  (3)  it  may  be  inferred  from  ii  previous  course  of  dealinga  between  thu  parlies, 
master  han  no  authority  lo  bind  the  owners  in  a  bill  deb  London  Joint  Slock 
.  A.  Stewart  &  Co.,  1850,  21  D.,  1327. 
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by  the  manager  as  per  procuration  (n).  The  Court,  howe' 
to  inferring  procuration  from  isohited  acta  of  persons  no 
Accoriliiigly,  where  a  person  appearing  as  acceptor  ol'  a  t 
that  her  name  had  been  pnt  to  it  by  her  daughter  with' 
rity,  the  Court,  being  "  satisfied  that  she  was  not  in  tra< 
use  to  accept  hills,  that  her  daughter  never  accepted  for 
out  ispei'ial  authority,  which  she  had  done  only  about  sis 
the  rourse  of  her  life,"  suspended  diligence  on  the  hil 
England  procuration  may  also  bt  t'stablialied  hy  parole 
authority  (p).  But  it  has  been  doubted  whether  the  \ 
unlimited  in  this  country  (r), 

g  569.  The  possession  hy  a  factor  of  a  promissory-t 
for  the  purpose  of  drawing  the  interest,  which  he  had  ret 
discharged  for  several  years  witli  the  creditor's  autlnrrity 
infer  a  mandate  to  discharge  the  principal  debt  (e).  Thi 
however,  does  nut  impugn  the  princiiile  that  authority 
and  discharge  a  debt  may  be  proved  by  siich  facts  an 
stances  as  fairly  bear  that  inference  (/).  Mr  Tait  holds 
mandates,  and  mandates  to  pay  money  in  order  to  const 
gatione,  although  proveable  in  this  way,  cannot  he  ma 
j)arolG  of  verbal  authority  (m),  on  accouut  of  the  risk  c 
iieeseB  mistaking  the  purpose  of  the  paymeat,  and  of  tt 
practice  to  employ  writing  in  such  eases.  This  is  probal 
as  a  general  nde.  But  it  will  not  bold  where  a  party  sell 
iihles  on  verbal  bargain  authorises  the  buyer  to  pay  the 
certain  person ;  for  such  a  mandate  is  part  of  a  contract 
liy  parole.  Where  money  is  admitted  to  have  been  pi 
creditor  liy  a  third  party,  it  would  rather  seem  that  pai 
inissible  to  show  that  it  was  paid  by  the  debtor's  orde 
meant  to  be  applied  to  a  certain  obligation  (w).  Mere 
hy  an  agent  of  a  deposit-receipt  in  favour  of  his  client,  wl 
indorsed  it,  does  not  imply  authority  to  the  agent  to 
principal  (x).' 

(n)  Turnbiill  v.  M'KIb,  1822,  1  S.,  868.  (o)  Lowbou  v.  Matthi" 

.'i02.  (p)  A  B,  12  Mn-I.,  5«4,  per  Bolt— Porthouaa  v.  Parker,  1807, 

(r)  Thomaoa  on  BilLs,  221.  (»)  Danean  c.  Clyde  Traslees. 

510;  affirmed  1868,  2B  Sc.  Jur.,  881.  (/)  Tdt  Ev..  300,  302— f?4nd. 

aldson,  1880,  0  S.,  74.  («i)  T«it.  tupra.     Bnl  aee  Arbulhnnt  v.  Spo 

Sup.,  910.  (w)   8eo  Knggo  t:  Hill.  1B40,  2  D..  1.122.  (i) 

r.  Wefltern  Bank,  l«u4,  Ifi  D.,  S07. 


s  See  SlrwMrl  >■.  CentmJ  Bunk  of  Ri-i.tlnmi.  1S5!I,  21  U.,  1180. 
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570.  An  advocate  appeariuj;  iu  Court  is  presumed  to  have  a 
ate  from  his  client;  or,  as  the  rule  is  usually  expresBed,  "au 
mate's  gown  is  his  mandate  {y)."  But  this  presiunption  may  be 
ome ;  as  a  probative  wTitten  mandate  may  be  shown  to  be  a 

571.  A  mandate  to  an  agent  to  conduct  law  proceedings  may 
■oved  by  the  client's  writ  or  oath.     It  will  also  bo  presumed 

the  agent's  possession  of  the  cUent's  titles  relating  to  the 
;r  in  issue,  or  of  a  eerv-ice  copy  of  the  summons  which  the 
;  was  employed  to  defend  (a).  And  it  will  be  inferred  from 
)f  h'jmologation  or  recognition  by  the  client  of  the  agency;  e.g., 
.a\Tiig  held  meetings  with  the  agent  about  the  business  (&) ; 
ig  eigaed  pleadings  prepared  by  the  agent  in  his  name  (c) ; 
Lg  conversed  with  the  agent  about  the  case,  and  carried  away 
iroeess  for  inspection,  when  it  embraced  papers  lodged  for 
[(/)  ;  and  the  like.  So  transmitting  a  bill  to  an  agent  presumes 
.ndate  to  him  to  raise  diligence  upon  it  (e).  "Where  a  hiw- 
t  admitted  that  he  was  employed  by  a  client  to  jirottist  a  bill, 
o  raise  diligence  on  it  against  the  debtor,  winch  he  did  accord- 

;  but  where  he  denied  that  he  was  instructed  to  carry  the 
jnce  into  execution ;  it  was  held  competent  for  the  client  to 
}  prout  dejure  his  instructions  to  take  that  step  (/).' 


CHAPTER  VII. — PROOF  OP  TRUST. 
572.     Trust  may  be  constituted  by  a  writing  which  both  vests 

)  stair,  1,  12,  12— Erak.,  3,  8,  33— Mot,,  po«Advoc&t«.  (2)  HamUlon  i: 

all,  in/ra— Cowau  o.  Farnie,  1836,  \i  S.,  634,  (0)  Act  of  Sedenmt,  lOth 

1830,  §  30— HBinilton  v.  Marahiil!,  25th  November  1818,  F,  C— Muir  c,  SteTan- 

850,  12  D..  612.  (b)  Brjan  e.  Murdoch,  1824.  3  8,,  282. 

I  CarajibtU  n.  Gmy,  1821,  1  S„  37.  (rf)  Grant  v.  Wisliart.  1845,  7  U,,  274 

Uwe  r.  Unier.  1821,  I  S,,  40^Qordon  t:  Sinclair,  1826,  4  S.,  708. 

I  Maedonalil  v.  Kelly,  1821,  1  8,,  101,  (/)  Highgato  v.  Boyle,  181B, 

•  D.,  ase. 

iat  B  party  who  had  been  repreBented  by  counsel,  in  a  proceaa  in  which  decree  had 
cut  aguitiat  him,  Was  not  allowed  to  suspend  diligence  on  the  docroo.  on  the  olle- 
1  that  he  bad  nut  authorised  the  appeatuncc  made  for  him  in  tlie  cbubc.  It  wae  re 
ed  from  the  t>eiich  tlinl  ihe  party  might  perhrvpB  leiince  the  decree ;  Young  v.  List, 
24  D.,  r)87. 
C-ormie  r.  Grrt''>r,  ^'••''i.  .1  P„  Mo,  3, 


( 
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tlie  trustee  ami  conttiius  ilic  cuiiditions  of  thu  inist, — bj  ai 
deed  •lualified  by  a  written  declaration  of  trust, — by  bw 
with  a  verbal  obligation  as  to  its  fiduciary  chanieter, — 
writing  is  uot  reijuircd  fur  veeting  the  trustee,  by  a  verbii 
of  the  Bubject,  qualifii'd  by  a  written  or  verl'al  obligati 
miuister  it  for  the  trust  purposes. 

§  573.  X'bure  in,  ol'  course,  no  difficulty  as  to  the  [ 
trust,  where  ita  conditions  are  embodied  in  a  writing ;  the  > 
being  the  l)eBt,  and  the  only  competent  proof  of  them.  \ 
right  us  standing  on  ttie  dticds  is  absolute,  the  obligation 
trust  may  be  proved  by  the  wTit  or  oath  of  the  trusteo 
cording  to  the  older  doL'itiions  these  were  the  only  compct* 
of  proving  that  an  absolute  deed  was  qualified  by  a  trust 
towards  the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century  the  Court 
proof  by  facts  and  circumstances,  and  even  by  parole  ( 
loose  practice  wa«  remeilied  by  tlie  act  1696,  c.  25 ;  w 
regulates  the  mode  of  proving  trusts. 

§  574.  This  statute  proceeds  on  the  preamble  that  th 
ing  of  persons  without  a  declaration  or  backbond  of  trust  i 
was  an  occasion  of  fraud,  and  of  many  pleas  and  content: 
it  enacts,  "that  no  action  of  declarator  of  trust  shall  be 
as  to  any  deed  of  trust  made  for  hereafter,  except  upon  a  d' 
or  backliond  of  trust  lawfully  subBcribed  by  the  person  . 
be  the  trustee,  and  against  whom,  or  his  heirs  or  assignet 
clarator  shall  be  intented,  or  unless  the  same  be  referr 
oath  of  party  aimpUciter ;  declaring  that  this  act  shall  m 
to  the  indorsation  of  bills  of  exchange,  or  the  notes  of  au 
company."* 

§  57S.  This  act  applies  to  trusts  regarding  moveable  ; 
heritable  properly  (*/),  But  whore  tlie  right  in  a  movea 
is  not  constituted  by  writing,  witnesses  are  adiuissiblo  to  j 
it  ta  held  in  trust  (c).     The  common  application  of  the  acl 


(a)  Act  16»6,  c,  26-SUir,  1,  12,  IT-Erak..  3.  1,  32—1  BeU« Com..  88 
I  1994.  (ft)  Her  I«rd  Brnxfield  in  Slewurt  r.  Bannntync.  1777,  t 

yurEytli  on  Tr.,  64.  (e)  titair.  m^tni— £reb.,  mpra—Cteve  in  Br.  Sy 

— Wright  t..  Ker.  1631.  M..  12.708.  (rf]  Sev  Kuox  c.  Mnrtin.  lew 

—Montgomery,  7th  Fpbniarj  1811.  F.  (1.— More'*  Notiw.  7*.  (■ 

tiuver  i>.  M'Buutli,  17^1,  M..  12,757— More,  wpra— Forsyth  on  Tnists.  6*. 

'  Wlinrr  n  pvty  euapeudod  a  churge  on  a  decree  on  un  (dli'^utioii  of  ini 
tJoii  was  nuKuJ  WliuLher  truBl  imuIiI  Lr  pruvcil  in  k  siupension.  or  wliotfaer 
WAS  neCHButry?  l.iiril  ('iman  Oionghl  it  might  be  {irored  in  »  suspensioii.  t 
I'Totighl  >  ilodiuntut;  CnUon  v.  AnatniUier,  1860,  18  D.,  592. 
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TUslee's  right  flows  directly  fruni  the  truster.  It  is  alao  appli- 
i  where  Hie  right  is  derived  from  a  third  party  by  the  truster's 
e  ;  e.g.,  where  a  party  selling  an  estate  grants  an  absolute  difi- 
ion  to  a  person,  wlio  is  truly  trustee  for  the  jmrchaser  (/). 
576.  But  where  the  trust  arises  not  from  the  aet  or  consent 
e  truster,  but  from  the  act  of  the  trustee, — e.g.,  his  spontaneous 
ferencc  as  a  negotiorum  gestor, — the  trust  may  be  proved  by 
e  (g).  Nor  is  the  proof  limited  to  WTit  or  oath  wliero  the  party 
ling  the  beneficial  right  alleges  that  the  disponee  under  a  deed 
icie  absolute  had  been  employed  by  him  to  purchase  the  pro- 
',  and  had  wTongfully  taken  the  titles  in  his  own  name  ;  be- 
;  that  is  truly  an  averment  of  a  purcliaee  for  the  employer 
r  a  mamlate,  and  of  a  fraudulent  attempt  to  defeat  the  pur- 
h'b  riglit ;  whereas  it  is  essential  to  a  trust  that  the  party 
■d  with  tlie  aubjeet  should  have  acquireil  it  by  the  consent  of 
;nitfter  in  order  to  fulfil  the  trust  purposes  (h).  On  the  other 
,  the  averment  that  the  mandatory  had  been  empowered  to 
the  titles  in  his  own  name  for  behoof  of  his  employer  involves 
)per  case  of  trust,  and  can  only  he  proved  by  the  tnistee's  writ 

.th  (■■). 

)  Ihiggan  p.  Wight,  1797,  M.,  12,761 :  affid.,  M..  12,767—1  BelVa  Com.,  83. 
)  Spruel  V.  CrawTocd,  1741,  M.,  10,201!—!  BelVfl  Com.,  88. 

I  In  Tweedie  b.  Locli  {no  dab!),  C  B.  Sup.,  630,  and  Skene  o.  Biilfour  RamBuj,  ib., 
f  Ijefure  anavet  vaa  allowed  of  ench  an  averment.  In  Maxwull  v.  Maiwell,  ib., 
emit  allowed  a,  "proof,"  and  in  Corbet  v.  DouglsH,  18DS,  Hume  D.,  SiH,  a  proof 
ie  jure.  The  rule  in  the  text  in  well  staled  by  Lord  Glenlee  in  Mnckay  v.  AnibroBC. 
7  S.,  1)99,  and  by  Baron  Hume  in  bis  rejxirt  of  Boswpll  v.  Selkrig,  1811,  Hume 
0,  whore  a  proof  by  facta  and  circumstances  was  admitted.  SJoa  also  Mudie  v, 
«rlony,  1766,  M.,  12,403:  HsileB,  15  S.  C. 

oSamoi  Bt:ll  in  hiH  Principloi,  i  1994,  (1),  founding  on  Alison  «.  Alison,  1771,  M., 
);  6  B.  Sup.,  630,  8.  C— Duggan  v.  Wight,  1787,  M.,  12,701 ;  affii.,  M.,  12,7U7— 
lackiiy  D.  Ambrose,  lupra,  lays  down  that  the  rule  atatud  in  the  text  was  abandoned, 
lilt  Ihe  statutory  proof  is  now  required  in  tha  cases  referred  lo.  But  the  learned 
laor'H  view  is  not  supported  by  the  authorities  which  he  cites.  In  AliHin  u.  Alison, 
orted  by  Mr  TaJt  (6  B.  Sup..  030),  it  was  mutnally  ^rced  that  the  tltlo  abouid  lio 
in  the  name  of  the  person  who  had  t>eeD  omployud  to  mulio  the  purchase ;  the 
being  lo  defraud  the  oreditora  of  Oie  real  jinrcbttHor,  and  n  proof  by  "fuctB  anil 
Qitances"  was  allowed.  In  Duggan  v.  Wight,  where  proof  by  writ  oi  oath  won 
lecessary,  the  real  purchaser  was  a  Roman  Catholic,  and  disqualified  from  posseee- 
iritage;  and  it  wiu  agreed  that  the  title  should  be  l>Lken  fur  his  behoof  in  namu 
agent.  And  in  the  caat.'  o{  Mncbiy  p.  AmbniBo,  Ibc  facta  Were  of  nearly  thi>  aame 
L-ter.  (i)  Duggan  t:  \\'i)j;lil,  rupra — Mackay  r.  Ambroac,  luj/ra — BiiBwell  i-. 

ig,«pra.  Hum..  D.,  350. 

See  the  case  of  S[irenl   r.  Crawford,  iiipm,  tiplaiucd  in   Mi.r^hall   v.   I.yell,    IRGtl, 


380  ritOOF  DV  TRUST. 

5  TiTT.  All  averment  tliat  money  deix)sit«ci  in  bank 
oni;  of  tlie  jiartnors  of  a  comiiany  really  belonged  to  tl 
held  to  come  under  the  nilea  of  partnership,  not  of  t 
be  proveable  prout  de  jure  {k).  And  writ  or  oath  was 
be  the  only  mode  of  proving  that  paymeTit  of  a  bill  t< 
partners  of  a  company  had  been  made  for  the  general  b 

§  578.  The  riiiestiou  has  been  raised,  whether  tb 
applies  to  oaaoB  between  the  trustee  and  third  parties 
eRBee  where  the  truster  or  those  in  his  right  insist  agaii 
ti'f.  If  a  case  iuvolves  fraud  or  couepiraey  to  defeat  tb 
of  the  third  party,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  pra 
jare  is  admissible  to  estab1i&l>  the  latent  right.  Thia  i; 
lrat«d  in  actions  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  by 
to  conjunct  and  confident  persons  (m).  So  where  the  j 
the  life-interest  of  an  hoir  of  entail  granted  to  his  bro 
of  the  entailed  lands ;  and  where  a  sub-lease  at  a  large 
rent  was  contracted  immediately  afterwards ;  it  was  heU 
to  prove  prout  de  jure  that  the  first  lease  was  truly  in  t 
benefit  of  the  lessor,  in  order  that  he  might  draw  the  i 
.  after  the  death  of  the  lieir  of  entail  (n).  On  the  same 
was  held  competent  for,  freeholders  objecting  to  a  cla 
iiient  to  prove  prout  dejure  that  the  claimant's  alleged  c 
was  confidential  and  nominal  (o).  And  where  a  wide 
that  funds  in  bank  in  name  of  his  wife's  sister  had  tru 
to  his  wife,  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  before  answer, 
opinion  that,  the  averment  being  of  a  conspiracy  betwt 
and  her  mother  and  sister  to  defeat  the  husband's  jus 
act  169(i  liid  not  apply  (p). 

§  579.  The  rule  has  sometimes  been  laid  down  h 
apart  from  considerations  of  fraud,  a  third  party  interes 
ing  a  trust  is  not  limited  to  the  trustee's  writ  or  oath  ; 
never  had  an  opportunity  of  securing  proof  by  tho  tn 
and  he  ought  not  to  be  shut  up  to  proof  by  the  oath  of  o 


(i)  Buptist  Cliurolioa  u.  Tnybr.  1841.  3  D..  1030.  Sep  nlso  KilpOric 
1841,  i  D..  109.  (/(  Jackson  v.  Munro,  1714,  M.,  10,197.    Tin 

l.ioup  tlmt  the  di*cisioii  irent  on  tht)  (pxceptiou  nf  bilk  uud  notes  aX  the  i 
Diit  Cbnt  is  probrtbly  a  niistako,  bb  iLe  eiceptian  only  apiiliea  to  indvrti 
lliis  caw  Ttilt,  810.  and  More.  74.  [m)  2  BbU"b  Cpoi..  192. 

(n)  L.  Elibank  b.  Hamilton,  1827.  fi  S.,  09.  (o)  Furrier  v.  \ 

M.,  8772.  Bat  'he  party  who  yninted  Hip  titln  can  only  prove  hy  the 
ft  niLth  that  it  vriu  in  tnisl ;  DonglB^  k.  DalrynpK  ITTO.  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca., 

(p)  IIiu7<c[  ».  Uiiine.  161h  July  IHGO,  22  Re.  Jur.,  6T7.     Sm  nlsa  J  G 
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iur  or  veracity  he  had  not  trusted  (r).  The  point,  however, 
lot  been  decided ;  and  it  would  seem  that  a  ftootprout  dejure 
ich  caeea  is  inconBietent  with  the  terms  of  the  statute  («).■ 

580.  A  pereoii  may  prove  prout  dejure  that  an  absolute  right 
B  favour  is  truly  a  trust  (0- 

581.  With  regard  to  the  writs  by  which  trust  may  be  proved, 
holograph  or  probative  writing  signed  by  the  trustee,  which 
f  implies  a  trust,  will  suffice,  although  it  is  neither  a  formal 

nor  an  express  admission  of  trust  (u).  Thus  where  a  disposi- 
ex/acie  absolute  was  alleged  to  be  a  trust  for  the  disponee  and 
her,  the  disponee's  letters  importing  a  trust,  with  a  deed  signed 
aem  both,  in  which  they  were  described  as  "  joint  proprietors  " 
e  subject,  bills  for  the  price,  and  receipts  for  rents  in  their  joint 
es  signed  by  the  ex  facie  absolute  proprietor,  and  some  other 
inicles,  were  held  sufficient  {x).  And  a  declaration  of  trust  in 
ranger's  handwriting,  followed  by  the  words  "  I  agree  to  the 
e,"  which  were  holograph  of  the  disponee  and  signed  by  him, 
fflcient  (y).  A  trust  has  also  been  held  proved  by  accounts 
uetted  by  the  trustee  along  with  parole  evidence  (s). 

582.  In  one  .case  it  was  even  found  that  although  the  writ 
mng  the  trust  is  not  holograph  or  tested,  yet  if  the  signature 

is  genuine,  the  requisite  of  the  act  is  complied  with,  tlie  de- 
ition  being  "lawfully  subscribed"  by  the  trustee  (a).  In  an- 
r  case  it  was  observed  by  Lord  Cringletie  that  a  letter  merely 
ed  by  the  trustee  is  enough,  if  he  acknowledges  the  subscrip- 
(6).    This  view  seems  to  be  well  founded,  according  to  the  prin- 

]  Per  L.  President  Hope  in  Scott  v.  Miller,  1882,  11  S.,  26— pa-  euriam  in  Lord 
nk  F.  Hamilton,  1827,  6  S.,  69— Tait  on  Ev.,  811.  {«)  In  eupport  of  this 

lae  Elch.  Notes  lo  Stair,  p.  75— per  Lords  Bolgiaj  and  Gillies  in  Scott  v.  MiUer, 
-Forejth  on  Tnuts,  62.  (()  Mnrdooh  i..  Wjllie,  1882,  10  S.,  446. 

i)  See  SdrUng  v.  Stirling,  1B22, 1  S.  (new  ed.),  501— Wood,  SmaU,  ft  Co.  v.  Spence, 
12  S.,  42— Ramsay  u.  Butchers  of  Perth,  1748,  M..  12,757- Montgomery's  Ex., 
'ebmttry  1811,  F.  C.  (i)  Mdcfarlane  r.  Fiaher.  1887,  15  S.,  978. 

i)  Bryson  v.  Crawford,  1888,  12  S.,  39.  {i)  Stewart  v.  Bannatyne,  1777, 

«,  762;  5  B.  Sup..  631,  S.  C.  (a)  Bryson  u.  CranrfoTd,  lapra. 

■)  Mackay  v.  Ambtose,  1829,  aa  in  1  De.  and  And.,  125. 

Where  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  in  n  suspension  of  a  charge  by  the  holder,  alleged 
the  holder  was  trustee  for  a  third  party,  and  that  that  party  had  discharged  the  ao- 
t  of  his  obligations  under  the  bill ;  it  was  hi^ld  that  the  net  did  Dot  apply,  because 
ueation  was  not  "  between  a  truster,  or  one  in  his  right,  and  a  trustee  or  one  in  his 
,  but  between  an  alleged  trustee  and  a  third  party,"  who  had  been  a  debtor  of  the 
a;  and  the  Court  accordingly  allowed  a  proof;  Mjildh^ton  v.  Rutherglen,  1861.  23 
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dple  of  rci  itU^roentiu  ;  W'i;hiix-  t)io  ub^jlut*:  right  whd  gi' 
ttie  fuutiiig  «tf  tliti  trustee  oliligin^;  liiinaelf  Ui  direst ;  ant 
iiiHtt«ro  OIK  uot  cotire,  au  a»  to  outitle  liim  to  rente  fm 
probative  deed  (c). 

§  583.  Ac-cording  to  the  slatalo,  the  writ  mtut  Iw 
bjf  the  trustee  (d).* 

§  584.  Tnut  laay  also  lie  pro^'fid  or  iofemd  from  tl: 
adniiseioDs  oti  record ;  which,  occordiitg  to  Scotch  rdei 
iug,  Kre  coQclasive  against  the  part}'  who  makes  them  (( 

§585.  Allhougli  evidence  pmut  rfr  Jure  ie  itiadii 
proving  a  trust,  yet  if  a  trust  to  «ome  efi'ect  lias  bL-eii 
writ  or  oath,  or  by  admissions  of  the  trustee  un  record, 
will  allow  its  conditions  to  be  expiscated  by  the  trustei 
examination  (/),  by  facts  and  circiunstances  (t^).  and  eve 
evidence  (A).' 

(o)  6«e  Batlwribrd*  v.  Ratherford'a  Ti..  1808,  Bniae  D.,  €19— Bn 
eluuutn,  1T7S,  U..  lT,OSl_&potluwood  e.  Preetuiigrange's  Cra.,  1T41,  M., 
D.  Andrew.  IT48.  H.,  10,406,  lfl,»ei.     See  Iho  ebspter  on  ra  mAnnAi*.  < 

(d)  Act  qnoted  npra,  |  6T«— See  n]»  Watton  v.  FerrMer.  ITOH.  M.. 

(>}  AduuioD  V.  Aduuaoii,  18M.  12  S.,  SfiB— Cbaanen  c.  Chalmera,  I 
—Beeper  euriam  in  Bryvoo  o.  Ctnwfurd,  1833.  12  6..  89— mid  mpra.  }  40 

(/)  Hair  v.  Oemmell,  1805.  Humu  D.,  842.  (g)  Daddt 

1806,  H..  U.58i:  1  Dow,  1 :  2  Bligh,  G29,  S.  C.-Wood  &  SniiJI  r.  Spei 

(A)  StowBrt  V.  Bftuniityne,  177T.  5  B,  Sop.,  0810 :  Hailw,  702,  S.  C. 


*  It  seeuiB  mttlcd  tliut  a  wiitiag  tigoei  by  the  trustee  is  eafflcienl,  if 
city  <i[  the  subiicriptiaQ  be  admitted  or  pnivcd  :  and  it  apiieoTa  duuhtfn 
BubBcriptiuD  uf  tbe  trustee  Ib  esBontiiJ.  Id  a  declarator  sgoiaat  tn*o  defeu 
found  that  one  of  thsio.  and  a  party  deoeaaed,  repreBenled  by  tbe  other,  h 
in  tmet  for  the  piunuer;  (he  fotmer  defeDder  »dmittei1  the  trust,  but  the  u 
doniod  it.  The  proof  againsl  him  couMBted  chiefly  of  the  books  of  the  ■ 
which  were  holograph  of  him,  but  not  signed  by  him.  The  Lord  Jnatict 
and  Lonla  Wood  and  Cowan  indicali^d  an  opinion  that  these  booki.  as  ' 
a]le|;ed  trustee,  were  competent  proof  of  tnut :  but  holding  that,  nben  pro 
wan  admitted  of  tnut,  it  was  neoeaaary  that  the  proof  should  bo  clear  am 
they  thought  the  boolw  did  not  unequivocally  establish  truKt.  and,  Iher 
proof  was  insufficient ;  Setb  v.  Hain,  1666.  IT  D.,  1117.  But  in  a  aubiteqi 
Dean,  referring  to  the  cuae  of  Seth  v.  Haiti.  I'aid  that  ho  was  not  prepared 
the  subacriplion  of  the  alleged  truHtee  could  be  dispensed  with  ;  Walker 
Eenneay,  &  Co.,  1867,  20  D.,  26U,  26'J.  In  a  atill  later  case,  the  etiden. 
a  deelarator  of  truat,  brought  ufter  the  death  of  the  alleged  tnutee,  was  a 
by  bis  agent,  and  the  oath  of  the  agcut  that  the  letter  bod  been  written 
iiutructions  of  the  allefjed  trustee.  This  evidence  was  rejected  as  not 
statute ;  but  had  the  iustructiona  to  the  agent  been  embodied  in  a  writi' 
the  alleged  trustee,  the  judgment  would  probably  have  been  different 
LyeU,  1S6S.  21  D.,  614. 

5  In  Walker  n.  Buchanan,  Keuueiiv.  &  Co.,  npra,  Iho  qucstiou  was  » 
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86.  In  general  the  writs  of  tlie  granter  of  an  absolute  dis- 
10  cauuot  limit  the  right  of  the  grantee;  yet  where  the 
T,  being  abroad  at  the  time  of  executing  such  a  deed,  in 
littiug  it  executed  to  the  disponee  informed  him  by  letter 
e  signed  only  in  trust,  and  on  the  faith  of  a  backbond  being 
■ed  without  delay,  the  Court  rightly  held  that  the  letter  must 
id  along  with  the  deed,  as  qualifying  the  right  of  the  die- 
(•■)■ 


TBB  Vin. — PROOF  OF  INTROMISSIONS  WITH  MOVEABLES  AND 

MONEY. 

■87.  Intromissions  with  corporeal  moveables,  except  sums  of 
',  may  be  proved proai  dejure  (a). 

i88.  When  a  person  has  unwarrantably  intromitted  with 
'  belonging  to  another,  it  would  seem  that  not  only  the  fact  of 
lission,  but  also  tlie  amount  of  money  received,  may  be  proved 
dejure;  because  the  person  to  whom  tbo  funds  belonged  had 
rer  of  securing  written  proof,  and  ho  did  not  trust  to  the  in- 
ter's oath  (6).  In  general,  also,  sncb  cases  involve  fraud,  or 
it  a  wrongful  act,  on  the  part  of  the  intromitter.  These  prin- 
were  applied,  in  the  last  reported  case,  as  to  proving  intro- 
n  by  one  who  was  not  an  executor  with  funds  belonging  to  a 

Bobertaon  v.  Duff,  1840,  2  D.,  279,  pmticularlj  Lorii  FuRerton's  opinion,  ib.,  p. 
X  tupra,  S  184.  tl  itq.  (a)  Stair,  4,  48,  B— Ersk.,  4,  2,  21— Spence  v. 

,  1706,  M.,  12,838~Hainiltoii  «.  Humillon,  18'i6.  M„  12,859  (note)— Biaset  r. 
1624,  M.,  12,368.  In  Mitchell  v.  Berwick,  1846.  7  D.,  382.  thia  doctrine  waa  ei- 
lo  ft  case  where  a.  tenant  averred  that  his  landlord  had  got  payment  of  rent  by 
I  of  crop  and  etuck  which  had  been  seqaefltrated,  and  which  the  landlord  had  sold 
m  arrangement  vith  the  tenant.  {&)  See  Ersk.,  lupra — Tait,  Ev.. 


abaolnte  wan  in  tmat.  The  bolder  of  the  deed  admitted  that  it  had,  at  Brat,  been 
d  by  a  back  letter,  but  that  the  letter  had  been  destroyed  by  agreement  of  pai- 
D  this  case  it  was  held  that  the  prosumptiona  of  statute  being  intended  for  the 
OQ  of  writs  in  tbeii  constitution  apparently  a^iaolute,  while  the  writ  in  queation 
led  to  have  been  at  origine  a  security,  it  lay  on  tbu  party  alleging  that  the  deed 
^n  changed  from  a  deed  in  security  to  an  absolute  deed,  to  prove  that  allegation, 
rd  Deaa  thought  that  the  rule  of  the  statute  should  have  been  applied,  and  the 
ataiaed  as  an  absoluto  deed,  because  there  was  not  the  statutory  proof  of  troat. 
'I,  5  16,  noU  »'. 
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deceased  persou  ;  pnu<f  pivut  liejure  having  been  recei 
some  earlier  cases,  however  (which  are  very  shortly  r 
nmouikt  of  money  so  introniitted  with  was  allowed  to  Iw 
by  the  intromitter's  writ  or  oath  (d ).  But  these  dec 
probably  not  be  followed  now. 

I  589.  It  has  beoii  held  in  several  cases  that  whert 
r:reditor  has  entered  into  poasosnioii  of  the  subject  of 
and  drawn  rents,  the  debtor,  or  one  in  his  right,  allej 
intronuBsion  has  been  BufGcient  to  extinguish  the  deb 
that  tiutprout  dejure  (e).  The  reason  is,  that  he  dit 
the  intromitter's  oath,  and  he  had  no  means  of  securi 
that  party's  writ ;  for,  even  if  written  acknowledgmec 
granted  to  the  tenants  in  the  land,  these  may  have  bet 
party  founding  on  the  introraiseion,  owing  to  causei 
control.  The  authority  of  the  decisions  referred  to  is  i: 
case  where  parole  proof  that  an  heritable  creditor  had  i 
the  ilebt  by  intromission  with  rents,  was  held  iuadmisj 
(Ordinary)  Mackenzie,  and  the  Court  adhered  to  his  ju 
HJB  Lordship  felt  difficulty  in  allowing  the  tenants 
themselves  of  their  rents  by  their  own  oaths,  and  he  i 
more  favourably  on  the  oaths  of  third  parties  deponi 
bad  seen  the  payments  made.  The  Inner  House  » 
taken  the  same  view. 

§  590.  The  law  is  not  settled  as  to  the  admissibl 
to  prove  intromissions  by  one  authorised  to  receive  m 
ing  to  another.  The  general  rule  probably  is,  that  the  : 
in  such  a  person  imphes  that  the  amount  of  his  inlroi 
be  proved  only  by  his  writ  or  oath,  and  not  by  parole 
there  is  ground  for  suspecting  fraud,  or  even  if  a  sp 
fraud  is  averred(A),  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  to  doub 
will  be  admitted;  otherwise  a  rule  designed  for  the' 
Ide  intromitters  would  secure  tlie  fraudulent  fnm; 


(e)  Moffiit  V.  PhiD,  1671,  M..  12,369.  (rf)  Biasol  v.  Bisset,  * 

V.  Hikmiltoii,  tupra—Kai  v.  BoImiUod,  1620.  M.,  12,359,  note. 

(e)  Fowlia  v.  L.  LoyM.  1C26.  M..  12,735,  ad  finm—VHshait  v.  A 
»QT8— Baillia  v.  Menziea,  ITU,  H..  DSiH}— Stair,  4,  43,  4— Erstc.,  4,  2, 
See  Bowman  d.  Kor,  1097,  4  B.  Sup.,  384.  (/}  Robison  v. 

Ml  i  2  Do.  and  And.,  284,  S.  C.  [g]  Thiii  foUoirs  t  roniwrm  t 

21.  It  is  Bup[iorted  by  noli  v.  Bar,  1647,  1  B.  Sup.,  445— Mdckenrie 
17M.  M.,  12,372— and  Cooper  u.  Donuld,  1827.  8  S..  213.  See  al*i  ca 
i  620.  The  contrary  caae  of  Vise.  Oienford  v.  Cockbiim,  1677,  I  B.  ! 
to  Lnvo  involved  fraud,  or  aoinetliine  approaching  it.  (*)  \ 

Cnckburn,  mpra.     K«e  aleo  tupra   H  344,  RV,,  mirl  iiifi.t.  S  628. 
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591.  Where  the  prouf  ia  at  the  instance  of  the  intromitter — 
II  order  to  establish  homoIogBtion,  rci  interventus,  possession, 
lie  like — parole  is  admissible  {().  And  it  is  thought  that  in 
use  evidence  proMf  dejure  may  be  received,  where  the  object 
jrove  intromission  merely  as  a  fact,  and  not  to  fix  on  the  intro- 
r  the  receipt  of  particnlar  sums  of  money .^ 


CHAPTER  IX. — PROOF  OF  LOAH  OF  MONEY. 


i92.  A  loan  of  money  beyond  £100  Scots  (£8:6:8  sterling) 
ily  he  proved  by  the  debtor's  writ  or  oath  on  reference  (o). 
Stair  lays  down  this  role  generally  as  to  all  loans  (6),  But  it 
seem  that,  when  the  amount  does  not  exceed  £100  Scots, 
is  admissible  (c),  unless  it  ia  the  balance  of  a  debt  beyond 
[un  (d). 

itnesscs  have  been  rejected  where  the  defender  admitted  hav- 
eeived  the  money,  but  denied  that  it  was  in  loan  (e). 
will  not  open  the  door  to  parole  that  it  is  tendered  in  support 
improbative  document  signed  by  the  debtor  (/).' 


^Imlmera  b.  L.  Ciaigiovar.  1628,  M.,  12,368.  (a)  Gray  v.  Qrent,  1789, 

1— Tatbet  f.  Beimel,  1803,  Hume  D.,  500— Pateraon  v.  Mackenzie,  1824,  8  S., 
■Master  ».  Brown,  1829,  7  8.,  337— BiniieB  Aaaignoe  v.  Dartoch,  1842,  4  D., 
I  Tnrbet  i'.  Beonot,  and  M'Master  v.  Brown,  tlie  dofonclRr's  judicial  eiamintttioa 
I  incompetent.  (4)  Stair,  4,  48,  4,     See  also  Hume  D.,  500,  note — 

.,  307,  {c}  Ersk.,  4,  2,  20— Gammermen  of  Glaagow  b.  Crawford,  1628, 

08— Thallaoe  b.  Orroclt,  1673,  M.,  ]2,6H5.     See  ittfra,  |  611.  (rf)  Clark 

1836,  14  S.,  960.  (;)  Hamilton  v.  Lindsay,  1824,  aa  noticed  in  1  W. 

See  RoBfl  v.  Cni-ft-fojd,  1847,  19  Sc.  Jur.,  6311.  (/)  Stewart  e.  Symes, 

c.  1816,  F.  C. 


wna  held  competent  to  ptmef^nmi  rff  jure  tliflt  the  colleclorfor  a  public  institn- 
I,  during  a,  series  of  yeare,  received  certain  euma  and  fujled  to  account  fur  thsm, 
the  accounts  hod  been  examined  yearly  :  Glasgow  Royal  luilrmary  b.  Caldwell, 
.  D.,  1.  See  Laing  b.  Laing,  17th  July  1862,  24  D.,  1362,  as  to  the  effeut  of 
locquets  of  the  accounts  of  an  inspector  of  poor,  in  an  action  of  count  and  rcck- 
^inst  him  ;  mpra,  |  152,  note  '. 

e  Dowdy  p.  Graham,  1859,  22  D.,  181.  Where  there  U  a  written  aeknowledg- 
rei»ipt  of  money,  the  party  who  received  the  money  must  show  competently 
did  not  receive  it  in  loan ;  Fraser  v.  Bruce,  1657, 20  D.,  115.    Bee  §  163,  note  ■, 

D  action  for  payment  of  money  alleged  to  bave  been  lent,  it  was  held  that  the 
I  not  proved  teripto,  by  two  letten  of  the  debtor  importing  that  he  was  in  debt  to 
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CHAPTER  X.— PROOF  OF  PROMISE  TO  PAT  MONEY. 

§  693  Writ  or  oath  of  port;  is  roiuisite  iu  order  K 
piomi«o  to  pay  a  sum  cicecdiog  £100  Scots  (j)  ;  but  a  pi 
paj  a  smaUor  mm  may  be  proved  prml  dcjure  (ft).  AnJ^ 
Beem  that  this  is  also  the  case  when  the  amount  is  £100  : 
»oUy  (•).  In  cakulating  the  amount,  the  stipulated  penal 
taken  into  view  (»•).  If  the  obUgatioii  as  reganis  the  debto 
the  sum  rcfoncd  to,  parole  is  not  admissible  on  account  of 
ing  two  or  more  cniditors,  each  of  whom  is  only  entitled  to 
sum  (i).  It  the  obligation  is  beyond  £100  Scots,  witness, 
missible  to  the  effect  of  sustaining  decree  for  that  Bum  (m 
I  694.  It  has  been  held  that  the  objection  to  proviug 
to  pay  money  by  parole  must  he  taken  when  the  evideni 
dered,  and  is  barred  by  the  debtor's  delay  to  plead  it  till 
proof  has  been  adduced  (w). 

(g)  FothprinehBin  v.  Wataon,  1623.  M..  ie,B30--Alider»on  r.  Tart* 
l6,88»_Oo,d™  ..  Mam,,  1786,  M,  IB.Ml-WJkar  ..  Ha...  1»SI.  6  S 
n  Dru«ia»»a  .,  Bl«al,  16BI,  M..  l!,ael-Allrlil«.«  •.  H.mag.  10S6.  I 
Dickaon  v.  Dictaou.  1G71,  M.,  n.020-ColqabDaa  a.  M'Kaa,  1B87.  M,  12, 
which  am  at  oM.r  .lata  IhM,  Iha  ea«ia  dW  la  .upp.rt  ol  lla  ta«t 

Lmooh  ..  L.  Praatoa.  1836.  Daria,  TtS-Cra.  ..  OalbelUon,  W6S.  M.. 
Cl,.iT»  ..  Kalth,  1864,  M,  12,386.  (0  L.  I«««;»  "■  ^  l" 

Ha„«,n...   at  Glaay..  ..  0™t.  1628.  M..  12.40S-O>Mi™a  a  Mil 

16  834-Oardaa  a.  Murray,  1786,  M.,  lB,861-A«der»B  ..  Tarbal,  1668 

Cbalra.  Brja.  a.  Kirkpatrl.l,  1G7S,  M,  12,282.  (*)  Hattaiat™  a. 

M    16  881  (0  Andeiaen  a.  Tarbat,  mpro.  («)  l^ard. 

1766.  M.,  16.861.  W  Waod  a.  Rob.rtioa,  1672,  M..  12,226- 

1822,  8  Mar,,  18. 


the  pnrBBBT,  but  aut  speaifying  either  the  ameunt  er  nature  cf  the  debt,  ai 
™  dl.nu.aed  ;  Hil.e.  ..  Maudi  Jl,  1861,  23  D.,  1278.  lu  au  aeliou  6>, 
fSO  a.  having  bwn  lent  tu  the  defender,  the  puiauur  founded  on  an  1  O 
fender",  dark  far  the  defender.  The  defender  anawerad  that  the  pursu. 
larger  aum  ;  and  be  proved  that  he  had  aent  hU  clerk  to  demand  pajni. 
ham.  and  had  net  aalhori«al  hU  elerk  la  give  an  1  0  U.  It  la.  held  tha 
had  not  proved  the  h»n ;  Woodrow  a.  Wright,  1861,  21  D.,  31. 
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CHAPTER  XI.— PBOOF  OF  GRATUITOUS  PBOMISES. 

195.  Gratuitous  promises  can  only  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath 
erence,  even  where  the  amount  is  within  £100  Scots  (o).  But 
such  a  promise  forms  part  of  a  contract  proveable  by  wit- 
,  it  may  be  competently  included  in  the  proof  (p).' 


HAPTEB  SIL— PHOOF  OF  CAUTIONABT  OBLIGATIONS  AND 
OBLIGATIONS  OF  RELIEF. 

i96.     The  many  cases  which  have  occurred  as  to  the  proof  of 
nary  ohligationB  are  not  marked  by  uniformity,  nor  are  the 
)n  the  point  accurately  defined  by  our  institutional  writers, 
le  first  question  is  whether,  apart  from  any  question  of  rei  ivr- 
tva,  a  cautionary  obligation  can  be  constituted  without  writ- 

(97.  Professor  Bell  (o)  lays  down  that  "  in  Scotland  the  rule 
t  DO  cautionary  obligation  or  guarantee  can  be  constituted  by  , 
I  agreement;  so  that  an  acknowledgment  or  a  reference  to  oath 
ot  constitute  an  effectual  guarantee."  In  another  place  (6) 
,me  learned  author  classes  cautionary  obligations  among  con- 
for  which  writing  is  required  only  in  evidence,  not  ex  solen- 
,  and  which  may  be  proved  by  oath  or  admission  of  party. 
itter  of  these  contradictory  views  is  the  correct  one.  It  ac- 
with  the  law  laid  down  by  Lord  Stair  (c),  that  "  caution  is  in- 
led  any  way  by  which  the  consent  is  freely  and  truly  given." 
rskine  {d),  taking  the  same  view,  includes  cautionary  obliga- 
among  those  for  which  writing  is  commonly  used,  as  distiu- 
ed  from  those  to  the  constitution  of  which  it  is  essential.    And 


Stoii,  1,  10,  4— Erat.,  i,  2,  20— Tail  Br.,  8IMr-A  B.  1672,  2  B.  Snp,  627— 
'.Bonell,  170S,  M.,  12,331— Campbell  v.  M^LanclilaQ.  1752,  M.,  12,286— Hillai 
umondo,  1771,  M.,  12,S9S ;  Haites,  409,  B.  0.  (p)  Stair  atpra.    Soe 

5B9.  (a)  1  BeU'B  Com.,  871— Se«  also  BeU's  Pr.,  \  248. 

BeU'i  Pi.,  I  IB.  (e)  Stair,  1,  17,  8.  {d)  Erak.,  4,  2,  20. 


[ackenzie  c  Brodie.  1B69.  21  D..  1048,  tupra,  \  367.  note  >. 
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in  several  cases  the  Court  have  held  that  obligations  of  1 
may  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath  of  party  (e).' 

§  598.  But  thero  are  somo  cautionary  obligationg,  i 
immemorial  usage  have  been  constituted  only  by  writing, 
there  eeems  to  Vie  lontu  j- nHfntine  from  the  verbal  undi 
because  where  a  party  n^n  <-  verbally  with  a  view  to  a  su 
written  contraet,  the  ii!ili^.i(ii»u  is  held  to  be  Buspendeii 
writing  has  been  executfd  (/).  This  principle  applies  t< 
caution  {g)\  and  pnilialily  it  would  be  held  in  regard  to  cs 
public  functionaries  discharging  their  duties,  and  to  ca 
cash  creiiits  (A). 

§  599,  Wliile,  however,  other  cautionary  obligations  tl 
just  noticed  may  be  constituted  verbally,  it  is  settled  law 
can  only  be  proved  by  the  cautioner's  writ  or  oath  on  refer 
not  by  parole  (i).  To  this  ride  there  is  only  one  exception 
cautionary  obligations  which  form  integral  parts  of  such 
concerning  moveables  as  are  proveable  by  witnesses.  ' 
well  as  the  principal  obligations  to  which  they  are  access 
be  proved  ^TO«/  dej'ure  (k).'  If,  however,  the  caution  to 
obligation  was  interposed  after  an  interval,  it  can  only  1 
by  the  cautioner's  writ  or  oath  (t). 

§  600.  The  next  question  is,  whether  the  vrriting  by 
cautionary  obligation  can  be  proved  must  be  holograph  i 
tive;  or  whether  mere  subscription  to  a  document  whicl 
such  on  obligation  is  sufficient.  ■ 

(«)  AncUdeck  v.  Gordon,  1680,  H.,  12,882 — Donaldaon  v.  Hanovei 
12,3B6— Ueccliiu'  b.  Brown.  1072,  M.,  12,386.  See  alio  pa-  cKnam  io 
M'Lauchlan,  1762.  M.,  12,286— M. ire '«  note  to  Stair,  1.  17,  8.  (^ 

}  COS,  «  ug.  ( j)  Shirra  r.  Douglas,  1798,  M.,  16.M6— Chaplin  p. 

i  D.,  616.  It  would  aeom  fiutn  thr  first  of  these  cmm  that  rti  inUntntut  o 
obligation  will  not  moke  it  effectual.  (A)  Sos  Hoie's  note  to  Btaii 

(.■)  Erst,  4,  2,  20.^1  Bell's  Com..  871— BeU's  Pr.,  {  18  ;  248— Cases  ni, 
— Beid  c.  Froudfoot.  1758,  M.,  12,344.  Thii  holds  olthoQgh  the  obligstii 
£100  Scots:  Taasie  c  M'Lintoth,  17M,  5  B.  Snp.,  899— Denchar  v.  Brow 
12,386— Wood  c.  Robfrtnon,  1672,  ^r.,  12,226.  (i)  Ivory's  note  tt 

20-Be!l*fl  Pr.,  i  249— Mores  ul.|>  Io  Btoil,  1.  17,  S— Gib  v.  Walter, 
"CautiOQer."  No.  IH— Boll,  Ktlli  Nov.  1812,  F.  C— Rbtnd  v.  Mackenzir 
1810,  F.  C.  Sec  Campbell  •:  M  L.iuthlan,  1752,  M.,  12,286— M'Ewan 
IBlh  Feb.  1816,  F.  C— Tbese  ti,ses  nre  noticed  Ai^o,  (  601.  {I) 

H'Lauchlon,  lupra — Campbell  u.  Monro,  1816,  Hume  D.,  106 — Denchar  c.  I 
M.,  12,386. 


1  Allured  by  tho  Uercaiitile  Litw  Amendment  Act,  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  ( 

■a.  g  601.  note  *. 

'  Altered  by  Mercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  |  6.     See  infra,  %  601,  c 
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If  the  infonnal  obligation  has  been  interposed  in  the  course 
e  (e.g.,  a  guarantee  for  goods  already  furnished)  it  is  effec- 
though  it  has  not  been  followed  by  ret  interventvs;  writings 
lercatoria  being  among  those  to  which  the  statutory  solem- 
lo  not  apply  (m). 

If  the  cautionary  obligation,  although  not  in  re  mercatoria, 
m  followed  by  ret  mterventua,  it  will  be  effectual,  although 
iting  which  embodies  it  does  not  bear  the  statutory  solemni- 
?lie  rules  as  to  the  acta  sufficient  to  constitute  ret  interventua 
isidered  afterwards  (n).  .  It  is  enough  to  mention  here  that 
ht  to  resile  from  an  improbative  deed  can  only  be  exercised 
natters  are  entire,  and  is  excluded  where  anything  has  taken 
mder  the  contract  by  which  the  relative  position  of  the  par- 
a  been  materially  altered.  Some  cases  illustrative  of  the 
le  are  collected  below  (o). 

When  the  cose  does  not  come  within  either  of  the  excep- 
hus  noticed,  it  is  settled  law  that  a  writing,  in  order  to  con- 
a  cautionary  obligation,  must  be  either  holograph  or  proba- 
terms  of  the  acts  regarding  the  authentication  of  deeds  {p). 
5  merely  subscribed  by  the  cautioner  without  the  statutory 
ities,  it  is  null,  although  the  party  founding  on  it  offers  to 


Beira  Com.,  825—1  Bell'a  lUust.,  176— Thomaon  v.  Giliison,  1881, 9  S..  520— 
□ampbuU  e.  Lennoi,  1789,  M.,  16,982,  16,979— Clark  e.  Roas,  1779,  M.,  10,942. 
«d  in  Hiules.  817.    In  Pateison  v.  Wright,  81st  Januu;  1810,  F.  C,  affd. 

18U,  Appi.  lo  16  F.  C,  506.  the  Court  were  much  divided  in  opinion  as  to 
a  guaxSintee  for  part  fumiahings  is  a  docnmeut  in  n  mtTcatoria;  and  the  lean- 
le  decision  is  against  its  being  so  coDiidered.  Tbe  point  did  not  reqniro  to  be 
Dviag  to  the  guarantee  in  that  case  embracing  both  post  and  future  furaiahinga ; 
le  latter  bad  been  mode  on  the  faith  of  the  guarantee,  the  m  intenentiu  was 
laTB  Talidated  tho  obligation  m  b  whole,  for  the  obviona  reiuon,  that  the  futnre 
igs  wonld  not  have  been  mode  except  on  the  footing  of  a  guarantee  for  the  price 
of  them  but  of  the  others  also.  It  ie  thought  that,  according  lo  correct  prjn- 
well  08  on  the  anthoritiea  cited  above,  a  guarantee  for  goods  already  famished 
er  mercantile  transaction ;  and  this  aeems  to  have  been  the  view  of  the  Court 
,te  cases,  where  the  point  was  noticed  incidentally  from  the  bench,  namely,  Bal- 
r.  Carter,  1842,  4  D.,  419 ;  Johnston  t>.  Grant,  1844,  6  D.,  S76. 
".  ii,  b.  I,  t.  I,  c,  4,  on  m"  tnterwrtm.  (o)  Brown  o.  Campbell,  1794,  H., 

Sinclair  i>.  Sinclair;  1795,  Bell's  Fo.  Cs.,  140— Handerson  d.  M'Niven,  1802, 
1.,  90— Douglas  V.  Clapperton,  1809,  ib.,  105— Dunmore  Coal  Co.  v.  Young,  l(t 
F  1811,  F.  C— M'Neil  b.  Blacfe,  1814,  Hume  D.,  103— Miller  v.  Dott,  1814,  ib., 
otter  p.  Martin.  1817,  ib..  105— Grant  n.  Macdonald,  1827,  6  8..  817— Martin  o. 
I,  1828,  6  S.,  869— Hamilton  b.  Wright,  1886,  14  S.,  823 ;  affd.,  8  8.  and  M'L., 
jlor  p.  8imBon,  188S,  14  8.,  936— Ballantyne  v.  Cftrt«r,  1842,  4  D.,  419-^ohn- 
Graul.  J844.  6  D.,  876— PatcrBon  .■.  'Wright,  tujfra.  (m).  (p)  See  cases 

I  in  1  BpU-b  lllnnl.,  174.  c/*-?. 
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prove  tlie  germineuoss  of  tlie  siibscrijrtion  by  parole  or 
reference  {r),  or  altJiough  tlie  fact  bo  admitted  on  record 

(4.)  The  question  is  still  open,  whether  a  guarantee  fo 
hy  a  bank  to  a  merchant  in  the  course  of  trade  is  val 
merely  subscribed  by  the  obligaut,  or  whether  it  must  be 
tutory  solemnities.  On  the  one  band  it  ie  maintained 
transactions  are  ree  mercaioriae,  a  banker  being  merel, 
merebant;  and  that  as  a  guarantee  for  the  price  of  past  f 
of  goods  is  valid  although  not  holograpli  or  tested,  so  ou 
rantee  for  furnisbiDgs  of  money  {t).  On  tlie  other  hand 
tended,  on  grounds  which,  if  more  in  accordance  with  h 
consistent  vnih  justice,  that  a  distinction  should  he  draw 
obligations  which  are  really  commercial  in  their  chaj 
those  which  have  only  an  accidental  relation  to  conm 
that  advances  of  money,  although  to  a  merchant,  fall 
latter  class  (u). 

%  601,  It  has  sometimes  been  considered  that  rei 
proceeding  on  a  verbal  guarantee,  opens  the  door  to  pan 
the  obligation  (x).    But  the  law  is  now  settled,  that  e\ 

(r)  CriuUton  h.  Syiuo,  1772,  M.,  17,047— EilmonBtone  v.  Lang.  1786 
BvlVa  Pr.,  S  2i8-l  Bi'U'a  lUust..  175— More.  104.  In  Welsh  c.  Ker,  1; 
where  referenoe  to  oftth  was  alloweii  to  prove  t!ie  verity  of  the  snbacripti 
fium  the  sesxian  papers  that  (hero  was  rti  iMervmtui.  [>)  Edmou 

tiqnii— Walher  v.  DnDcao,  17BG,  Hsiles,  985— Wallaco  v.  Wallace,  1782 
Mure'a  note  to  Stair,  1,  17,  3.  This  dootnne  is  implied  in  the  cases  npac 
setting  up  on  infunnal  cikotionai?  obligatinn.  (')  In  sapport  u 

Thomaou  n.  Qilldaon,  1881,  9  S,.  630 — jier  Lords  Modwjn  and  Cockbum 
Grant,  1844,  6  D.,  676;  and  per  L.  Coclibiim  (Ordinary)  in  Ballaiityne  p 
4  D.,  419.  (u)  See  per  Lards  Moncrieff  and  Juat.-CI.  Hope 

Grant,  fupro,  and  per  Lords  Gillies  and  Fullerton  in  BallantjDa  t>.  Cartel 
(x)  Johnstone,  1687,  M„  12,388— See  Porteous  v.  M-Beath,  1812,  Hnini 
doctrine  o[  rei  inUnwnfui  dnca  not  properly  apply  to  a  verbal  guarantee  : 
not  essential  to  the  conatitutiiin  of  a  cautionary  obligation,     Beo  tvpra,  | 


'  This  ia  oonlrary  to  the  doolrine  etutod  by  Professor  Bel),  Prin.,  J  i 
writing  of  which  the  aubacriptlun  is  acknowledged  ia  good  evidenoe  of  ca 
the  rule  stated  in  the  t«it  haa  recently  be«n  expressly  aEUnnod.  and  F 
doctrine  rejected.  The  general  rule  is,  that  a  cantionnry  oUigntion  ia  tiUr 
and  where  there  is  no  rei  tnlenitntui,  on  improbative  bond  of  cantinn  : 
This  was  held  wbero  the  deed  was  a  bond  of  caution  foe  a  sum  lent,  unaii 
the  English  form,  and  where  the  cautioner  admitted  hia  auhscjiption.  Bi 
may  be  Tulidated  rei  intemenlv;  and  payment  of  the  money  on  the  faill 
was  hold  sofficieut  ni  fnterventui  Ui  validate  the  bond,  though  the  cau: 
know  of  the  payment;  (Jburcb  of  England  Life  and  Fire  Assnrauco  Co 
414.  1079.      Soe  infia,  J  601,  note  •. 
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he  obligation  can  only  be  proved  by  the  caudooer'B  oath  on 
;e  or  written  adnuBsion  (y).    In  applying  this  rule  to  gua- 

for  the  price  of  future  furnishings  of  goods,  a  distinction 
n  drawn  between  a  general  guarantee  undertaken  some  time 
the  goods  are  furnished,  and  a  special  guarantee  interponed 
but  with  immediate  reference  to  a  transaction,  which  is 
to  and  completed  upon  the  faith  of  it.  While  guarantees 
Former  class  cannot  be  proved  by  parole  (z),  the  others  seem 
B  under  the  rule  whereby  witnesses  are  admitted  to  prove  a 
Euy  obligation,  which  is  truly  incident  and  accessory  to  a 
tile  contract  proveable  by  parole ;  for  it  would  be  a  narrow 

that  principle  to  limit  it  to  cases  where  the  guarantee  inter- 
i  ipso  actu  with  the  main  contract  (a).  Accordingly,  where 
aving  refused  to  sell  lambs  to  Walker  without  a  guarantee 
price,  Walker  referred  him  to  Simpson,  who  on  Gibb's  appli- 
iaid,  "  If  Walker  buys  your  lambs,  give  them  to  him,  and  I 
)  you  paid ;"  and  where  the  lambs  having  been  delivered  to 
■  accordingly,  GHbb  sued  Simpson  for  the  price,  the  Court 

the  obligation  to  be  proved  by  parole  (b).  Here,  therefore, 
rantee,  although  not  interposed  at  the  moment  of  completing 
J,  or  in  the  presence  of  the  purchaser,  was  part  of  the  res 
)f  the  transaction,  as  much  as  if  the  whole  matter  had  been 
d  at  one  time ;  and  parole  was  properly  admitted  to  prove 
ire  transaction.* 
12.     The  principles  above  noticed  apply  to  obligations  of 

eii  t>.  RuBsell.  1708,  M..  12,S81— Tassie  e.  M-Lintoch,  1794,  6  B.  Bnp.,  899— 
B.  Monro.  1616,  Hume  D.,  108,  adfinem—WEwmi  v.  Crawford.  18th  Febniary 
:.— Chaplin  v.  Allan,  1842,  4  D.,  61S.  (z)  M'Evran  c  Crawford,  mpra. 

I.  (a)  This  was  the  view  of  the  majonCy  of  the  Coart  in  Campbell  v. 

a,  1752,  H.,  12.286,  wbeie,  hoverer,  the  point  did  not  reqnire  to  be  decided, 
ibbn.  Walker,  1761,  Elch.  Notes,  "Cantioner,"  No.  19. 


I  ls«  now  is.  that  all  cautioDuy  obligations  moat  be  in  writing.  Muoh  of  the 
the  constitution  of  caationarj  obligations,  stated  in  the  t«it  has  been  anpet- 
tlie  Hercantile  Law  Amendment  Act,  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60.  The  6lh  aection 
provides,  "From  and  after  the  posEing  of  this  Act  all  guaraatees,  Bocorltiea, 
laxy  obligations  made  or  granted  by  an;  person  for  any  other  poison,  and  all 
itiont  and  aaenrancee  as  to  the  character,  conduct,  credit,  ability,  trade,  or 
Df  any  person,  made  or  granted  to  the  effect  or  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
on  to  obtain  credit,  money,  goods,  or  postponement  of  payment  of  debt,  or  of 
'  oUigation  demandable  from  him,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  shall  be  sobsenbed 
rson  nndortahjng  such  guarantee,  seonrity,  or  cantionary  obligation,  or  making 
reaentations  and  aaeurances,  or  by  soma  person  duly  authorised  by  him  or 
lerwiae  the  aams  shiUl  have  no  effect."  The  act  does  not  alter  the  previous 
the  kjod  of  writing  necessary,  except  by  providing  that  it  must  be  subscribed 
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relief;  whicli  in  general  cannot  be  proved  by  parole 
they  are  rindertakcn  in  writing,  the  statutory  formalil 
obeeiTeil ;  Imt  objections  on  this  head  will  he  ohviatetl 
ventng  (rf) ;  and  parole  will  l)e  admitted  to  prove  the 
when  it  fomie  part  of  a  transaction  which  may  be  es 
that  means  («). 


CHAPTEB   XIII.— OF   THE   PEOOF  OF   OBLIGATIONS   WI 
PARTIES   HAVE  AGREED  TO  COMMIT  TO   WKPT: 

§  603.  Where  law  does  not  roquire  writing  de  sc 
will  yet  be  eseontial,  if  the  parties  stipulate  for  it ;  s 
them  may  resile,  as  from  an  unfinished  bargain,  so  Ion, 
has  not  intervened  (/).  This  rule,  of  course,  only  hold 
stipulation  for  written  proof  was  a  suspensive  coudition 
tract  (s»)  ;  for  if  the  parties  hound  themselves  by  the  vei 
and  merely  agreed  to  reduce  its  conditions  into  writing 
they  came  under  an  obligation  to  esecut«  a  deed  in  t. 
ranged  (A).  But  this  state  of  facts  will  require  to  be 
presumption  being  that  a  stipulation  for  writing  is  e 
condition.  The  same  principle  applies  in  legacies, 
expressly  leaves  a  nuncupative  legacy,  it  is  valid  and  p 

(c)  Etsk..  4,  2,  20— Donaldnon  v.  Hwiower,  1668,  M.,  12,885— Be 
1758,  M.,  12,344— Clark  v.  Calluiiler,  91b  Murch  1S19,  F.  C. :  aQitmed 
June  1819.  (rf)  Waliaue  p.  Wallace,  1782.  M.,  17,0G(i. 

ii  596,  6B9.  001.  (/)  ErdL,  B,  2,  4—1  Bell's  Com.,  827— Bell's 

224,  81B— Thomsoo  e.  M.  Breadalbane,  1854,  10  D.,  »43— WnUm-e  t 
17B6,  M.,  8475 :  HiiiloB.  27  S.  C— Brown  «.  L.  Rollo,  1832,  10  S..  667 
Stewart,  1700,  4  B.  Sup.,  478,  this  rule  was  npplied,  &ltbough  uarnpat  L 
K'TCU  nu  the  verbal  contract,  lu  Campbell  b.  Duaglos,  1676,  M.,  8470. 
be  an  iutrinaic  quality  tn  on  oath  on  referenco,  tbat  Uie  parties  hail  agi 
the  CDDtract  to  writing.  (y)  Bell's  Com.,  npra — Bell's  Pr., . 

(A)  Bell's  Com.,  *u/<rii— BcU'h  Pr.,  tupra. 


by  the  cButionw  or  by  some  person  anthorised  by  him;  ftud  it  nould 
genoml  it  most  bo  a  probative  writing-  TUe  7th  eoctioo  of  the  art  p 
oiulioiuiTy  ohli^^ation  granted  to  or  for  a  firm  ihuil  be  biBding  afler  a 
firm,  unleaa  the  contrary  be  eipreeecd  or  ueceeaarily  implied.  The  8th  i 
uiutioaerB  of  the  benefit  of  disouaiiion  :  and  the  9th  proridas  that  the  di» 
several  oo-cautioners  shall  operate  Ibe  diflcharge  of  all.  It  has  been  hi 
Kpction  bos  DO  application  lo  cautionary  obligations  constituted  before  I 
Ml ;  Choreh  of  Engliind  Life  nud  Fire  Assurance  Co,  i-.  Hodgo*.  1867,  : 


idk 
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parole,  although  he  should  afterwards  direct  it  to  be  committed  to 
writing,  and  should  die  before  that  has  been  done  (i);  whereas  a 
mere  direction  to  a  man  of  business  to  prepare  a  writ  containing  a 
legacy  is  inchoate  (k). 

§  604.  On  the  same  principle,  where  the  parties  to  holograph 
or  probative  missives  stipulate  that  a  deed  shall  be  entered  into 
containing  the  conditions  of  the  contract  at  length,  they  bind  them- 
selves to  execute  such  a  deed  (l).  But  if  the  preliminary  docu- 
ments show  that  they  intended  there  should  not  be  a  concluded 
contract  until  the  deed  should  have  been  executed,  there  is  locus 
penitenttae  until  that  has  been  done  (m). 

§  605.  The  stipulation  for  written  proof  may  be  waived  by  con- 
sent of  parties;  and  the  waiver  may  be  proved  by  oath  on  reference, 
by  facts  and  circumstances  (n)^  and  perhaps  by  parole  evidence 
generally. 


CHAPTER  XIV. — PROOF  OF  PERFORMANCE  OF  OBLIGATIONS 

CONSTITUTED  BY  WRITING. 

§  606.  Where  a  debt  or  obligation  is  constituted  by  writing, 
the  general  rule  is  that  writ  or  oath  is  required  to  prove  payment 
or  performance  of  it  in  whole  or  part  (a)}   And  this  holds  although 

(i)  MitcheU  v.  Pinkerton,  1744,  Elch.,  "Legacy,"  18.  (k)  See  Monro  v. 

Coutts,  1818,  1  Dow,  487— Stainton  w.  Stainton's  Tr.,  1828,  6  S.,  868— Walker  v.  Steele, 

1825,  4  S.— Ivory's  Erek.,  8,  9,  7,  note  ».  (/)  Bloomfield  ».  Young,  1758,  M., 

9446— Rutherford  v.  Bowden  Feuars,  1748,  M.,  8448— Muirhead  v.  Chalmers,  1759,  M. 

8444.  («i)  Alexander  v.  Montgomery,  1773,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  800 — Monro  v. 

Coutts,  atpra — Stainton  v.  Stainton's  Tr.,  supra,  (n)  Hay  v.  M*Teir,  1806, 

Hume  D.,  836,  compared  with  Ogilvy  i;.  Stewart,  supra.  (a)  Stair,  4,  48,  4 — 

Ersk,,  4,  2,  21— Tait,  820.     So  held  as  to  payment  of  a  bond ;  Napier  v.  E.  Eglinton, 

1671,  M.,  12,818— Vaus  ©.  Brown,  1627,  1  B.  Sup.,  148— Gordon  v.  M'lntosh,  1710,  M., 

16,974 ;  and  as  to  payment  of  a  bill.  Black  v.  Bell,  1881,  9  S.,  486— M'Donald  v.  M'Gre- 

gor,  1803,  Hume  D.,  499  ;  as  to  payment  of  a  legacy  constituted  by  writ,  Grierson  v. 

King,  1781,  M.,  17,054 ;  of  an  annualrent,  Dalrymple  v.  L.  Closebum,  1682,  M.,  9855, 

12,860-Crichton  t?.  Maitland,  1680,  M.,  12,860— -Hay,  1626,  M.,  12,859— (Cbn^,  L. 

Semple  v.  L.  Somerville,  1628,  M.,  12,857)  ;  payment  of  rent  under  a  written  lease,  L. 

Romano  v.  Nisbet,  1609,  M.,  12,855 ;  and  of  feu-duty,  Calpie  v.  Kennedy,  1631,  M., 

12,360 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  820.     (The  contrary  decision,  Hamilton  v.  Smith,  1667,  M.,  12,868, 

is  evidently  erroneous.) 


*  In  Stewart  ».  Central  Bank  of  Scotland,  1859,  21  D.,  1194,  Lord  Deas  expressed 
an  opinion,  that  a  bank  deposit-receipt  was  not  sufficiently  discharged  by  the  bank  ob- 
taining possession  of  the  receipt.  His  Lordship  thought  a  written  dischafge  was  neces- 
sary. 


the  8uni  be  mtliin  £100  Sfots  (ft).  In  one  old  case,  when 
due  under  a  "ticket"  conBietcd  of  £300  Scots  of  money 
price  of  a  pipe  of  sack  ami  a  tun  of  beer,  writ  or  oath  was 
only  as  to  pajTncut  of  tho  latter  (c).  But  thia  distincti 
well  founded ;  because  the  origin  of  the  debt  is  unimpor) 
it  has  been  eunstituted  by  writing. 

The  ground  for  llus  rule  evidently  is,  that  witnesses  a 
mistake  both  the  amount  of  money  paid,  and  the  precise 
the  payment;  while  both  in  principle  and  practice  an  ( 
coustitutod  by  writing  cannot  be  extinguished  by  parole. 

§  G07.  An  exception  to  the  general  rule  occurs  in 
written  obligations  ad  /acin  praeslanda ;  the  jwrfonuanct 
being  provoablo  prout  dejurr  (i/).  Thus  jiarole  is  udmiss 
coutract«  for  executing  works  which  are  palpable,  such  aj 
a  bridge,  or  performing  a  voyage  (e),  delivering  grain  (/), 
chain  (g),  and  the  like  (A).  The  reason  is,  that  the  fact  is 
and  easily  remembered,  while  it  must  be  presumed  to  hav 
fulfilment  of  the  antecedent  obligation,  unless  another  ce 
is  proved. 

Mr  Tait  bmits  this  exception  to  the  performance  of  act 
implement  of  corresponding  obligations;  so  that  where  tj 
tiou  is  to  pay  money,  or  to  perform  acts  of  one  deseripti* 
is  inadmissible  to  prove  that  it  was  implemented  by  acts  u 
kind  [i).  But  the  cases  on  which  that  author  founds  ht 
out  his  view  (k).     The  Court  onco  rejected  parole  evide: 


(6) 1672,  2  B.  8np..  627— M-DonaJd  u.  M'Qregor,  1803,  Hun 

M'Qfll  V.  Forret,  1822.  M.,  12,867— Nisbet  n.  Short,  1624,  M.,  12,858— Hi 
12,S69— Maxwell  f.  Aitkeohead,  noto  to  Nubet  v.  Short— L.  Roiniuio  v.  ] 
M.,  12,865— Calpie  v.  Kennsdy,  lupra.  The  Act  of  Sedanint  8th  Juno  15£ 
parole  balow  XlOO  Scots,  ouly  aiipliea  where  tbe  dobt  is  not  ooortitnled  by 

(c)  Finkf  son  t>.  Lander's  Ex..  1U26,  M..  12,3GU.  (</)  St&ii.  i,  4S.  4 

21— Tait,  322.  («)  Stair,  ib.— Tiut,  ib.  (/)  Stair,  ib.— Littlu  p.  Hill 

H.,  12,368— BiBBBt  D.  Biflflot,  1624.  M.,  12.368— Ferguaou'a  Ex.  r.  Caniplie 
12,3el^Lady  AbergelJie  r.  her  Son,  1038.  M.,  12,361— BenuBt  tr.  Fouldi 
12,800— E,  Uuderdolo  v.  his  Tenants,  1662,  M.,  10,028— Agnew  v.  Agnt 
12,3t>4.  (jp)  Hamilton  v.  Lad;  Pitteuveem,  1620,  M.,  12,857.  [i 

to  delivery  of  salt  nndor  a  bund;  Young  v.  Simpson.  162!).  H.,  12,725 ;  and 
ttig  a.  priHieaH  to  the  clerk  uf  Ciiurt,  where  the  ngent'^  receipt  stood  hiibcoi 
gulonty  in  acoring  rocoipta  was  olTured  to  1>e  proved :  Fraser  r.  Uri^uiiarl 
728— Soe  also  Farquhar  v.  Wallac*.  1820.  M.,  12,374.  (f)  Tai 

(i)  These  cases  are,  Tennant  c.  L.  Traqnaii',  IfiWi,  M.,  12,866— Pa 
Hurries,  1082,  M..  12,301— M'Duff  v.  Sti-wart,  1874,  M.,  2666.  12,368- 
Brown  if,  Ahemiui.  1640.  1  C.  Sup.,  423.  wbere  the  Couri  allowed  proof  t* 
of  delivery  of  groin  in  satisfaction  n{  rent  payable  in  money. 
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livery  of  goods,  under  a  bill  of  lading  unretired  (Z).     The  decision, 
however,  may  be  questioned. 

§  608.  Payment  may  be  proved  by  parole  in  cases  of  fraud ; 
since,  if  the  allegations  were  true,  there  would  probably  not  be 
better  proof  of  them  (m). 

§  609.  When  a  party  entitled  to  receive  money  alleges  it  was 
paid,  he  may  prove  the  fact  prout  dejure;  because  the  proper  written 
evidence  of  it  would  be  a  discharge  subscribed  by  him,  and  deli- 
vered to  the  other  party,  for  the  preservation  of  which  the  grantor 
is  not  responsible  X^).  This  rule  has  repeatedly  been  applied  in 
proof  of  possession  by  drawing  rent  or  interest  of  money  (o),  and 
in  proof  of  horilologation  and  rei  intervenitis  (p).  But  it  does  not 
apply  to  averments  made  by  the  creditor  of  payments  on  account 
of  a  prescribed  debt,  when  founded  on  to  prove  resting-owing ;  the 
relative  statutes  requiring  proof  of  that  fact  by  the  debtor^s  writ  or 
oath  (r). 

§  610.  Where  payment  is  averred  by  the  debtor,  not  with  a 
view  to  extinguish  the  obligation,  but  as  a  fact  inferring  rei  inter- 
verUus  or  the  like,  it  is  doubtful  whether  proof  by  the  other  party's 
writ  or  oath  is  required.  The  relevancy  of  the  fact  in  such  a  case 
does  not  depend  on  the  precise  amount  of  the  money,  which  is  the 
point  most  likely  to  escape  the  recollection  of  witnesses ;  nor  is  the 
parole  proof  opposed  to  the  written  obligation,  as  the  party  who 
received  the  money  denies  that  the  obligation  existed.  On  the 
other  hand,  there  is  risk  of  the  witnesses  mistaking  the  object  of 
the  payment ;  w^hile  the  party  who  made  it  ought  to  have  taken  a 
written  acknowledgment.  It  is  thought  that  the  proof  should  be 
received  (s). 


CHAPTER  XV.— PROOF  OF  PAYMENT  AND  PERFORMANCE  OF 
OBLIGATIONS  NOT  CONSTITUTED  BY  WRITING. 

§  611.     Payments  of  money  in  implement  of  obligations  not 


(0  Wilflon  V.  Kay,  1787,  M.,  12,868— See  on  this  case  Tait  on  Ev.,  823. 

(m)  See  Slumond  v.  Wood,  1662,  M.,  12,809— Foggo  v,  HiU,  1840,  2  D.,  1822,  per 
Lord  Fullerton.    See  infra,  §  628.  (n)  Ersk.,  8,  8,  50.  (o)  Chalmers  v. 

L.  Crdgievar,  1628,  M.,  10,061 ;  12,868— Ross  v,  EUiot,  1680,  M.-,  12,869— Thomson  v. 
Ross,  1678,  2  B.  Sup.,  171.  {p)  Garden  v.  Chalmers,  1636,  M.,  9024;  12,862. 

See  Foggo  v.  Hill,  supra.  (r)  See  mpra,  H  450,  512.  («)  See  Foggo  v. 

Hill,  tupra,  particularly  Lord  Fullerton's  opinion — Contra^  Lawrie  t>.  Craik,  1697,  M., 
8425;  12.866. 
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constituted  by  writ  may  be  proved  by  parole,  provided  their  several 
amounts  do  not  exceed  £100  Scots.  But  writ  or  oath  is  generally 
required  in  order  to  prove  payment  of  any  larger  sum  (a).^ 

§  612.  Yet  where  the  contraction  of  an  obligation,  proveable  by 
parole,  and  the  payment  of  it  took  place  at  the  same  time — as  where 
goods  were  bought  and  paid  for  on  the  spot — ^parole  is  admissible  to 
prove  the  payment,  although  amounting  to  more  than  £100  Scots ; 
because  writing  is  not  relied  upon  or  expected  on  either  side,  and 
there  is  no  peculiar  risk  of  the  witnesses  being  mistaken  upon  the 
matter  (6).  The  same  rule  applies  where  the  article  sold  is  deU- 
vered  at  an  interval  after  the  bargain,  and  the  purchaser  avers  pay- 
ment on  delivery  (c).  In  one  case,  where  it  was  dverrcd  that  the 
price  of  a  parcel  of  sheep  had  been  paid  a  few  days  after  the  deUvery, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  trade,  the  Court  admitted  parole  of 
the  fact  (d).     But  this  decision  has  been  questioned  (c). 

§  613.  In  connection  with  this  subject  two  cases  may  be  men- 
tioned in  which  the  Court  relaxed  the  strict  rule  as  to  proof  of  pay- 
ment, where  the  money  had  been  transmitt<3d  by  post.  In  the  first 
of  these  cases  the  defender  objected  to  an  article  of  £100,  entered 
in  the  pursuer's  account  as  money  sent  him  by  the  pursuer  by  post 
in  bank  notes ;  but  which  he  alleged  he  had  not  received,  although 
he  admitted  that  he  had  by  letter  commissioned  the  pursuer  to  trans- 
mit the  money  in  that  way.  The  Court  having  allowed  a  proof  be- 
fore answer,  no  direct  evidence  that  the  money  had  been  despatched 
was  adduced,  in  consequence  of  it  being  the  pursuer's  practice  to 

(a)  Act  of  Sederunt,  8th  June  1679— Ersk.,  4,  2,  21— Tait  Ev.,  836— Tod  ».  Flock- 
hart,  1799,  Hume  D.,  498— Hume  ».  Hyslop,  1687,  M.,  12,365.  In  E.  Lauderdale  c. 
his  Tenants,  1662,  M.,  10,023,  12,362,  this  rule  was  applied  to  payment  of  rent  under  a 
verbal  lease.  (b)  Bell's  Pr.,  §  666 — ^Tait,  supra.  (c)  Stewart  i?.  Gordon, 

1831,  9  S.,  466— Tait  Ev.,  337.  (d)  Macdonald  v.  Callender,  1786.  M.,  12,866. 

(«)  See  Hume  D.,  499 — Tait,  supra. 


1  A  party  who  has  received  money  on  behalf  of  another  must  show  by  proper 
vouchers  that  he  has  discharged  himself.  He  cannot  do  so  by  parole  evidence ;  Mac- 
kenzie V.  Brodie,  1869,  21  D.,  1048. 

A  servant  brought  an  action  against  his  master  for  £32,  as  the  balance  of  wages 
at  9s.  per  week  due  him,  and  the  defender  stated  that  only  £26  was  due.  It  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  prove  proui  dejure  that  he  had  paid  all  the  pursuer's  wages  ex- 
cept £26,  because  the  balance  disputed  was  a  sum  less  than  £100  Scots.  Lord  Doas 
observed,  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  say  that,  in  an  action  for  weekly  wages  at 
9s.,  or  the  like,  the  pursuer  was  limited  in  his  proof  to  writ  or  oath  of  party  if  the  sum 
he  claimed  exceeded  £8,  6s.  8d.;  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  that  a  defender  to  such  an 
action  was  so  limited  in  his  mode  of  proof,  if  he  alleged  that  more  than  £8,  66.  8d.  was 
paid ;  Brown  v.  Mason,  1866,  19  D.,  187. 
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enclose  and  seal  up  his  remittances  with  his  own  hand ;  but  the 
£100  had  been  entered  in  his  cash-book  on  the  evening  of  the  day 
when  it  had  been  sent,  and  a  copy  of  the  letter  remitting  it  had* 
been  engrossed  in  his  letter-book.  On  advising  the  proof  the  Court 
considered  that  the  additional  evidence  of  the  pursuer's  books,  and 
his  oath  in  supplement,  would  suffice  to  establish  the  payment  (/). 
The  other  case  referred  to  was  an  action  for  payment  of  £100, 
which  a  debtor  of  the  pursuer  had,  at  his  desire,  sent  to  the  defen- 
der in  order  to  be  remitted  to  the  pursuer.  The  defender  alleged 
that  he  had  remitted  the  amount  to  the  pursuer  by  post  in  bank 
notes,  in  compliance  with  his  request,  contained  in  a  letter  acknow- 
ledged to  be  genuine.  The  circumstances  founded  on  by  the  defen- 
der, and  admitted  by  the  pursuer,  bore  a  close  similarity  to  those  in 
Gumming  v,  Marshall ;  and  the  defender  tendered  his  oath  in  sup- 
plement to  complete  the  proof.  The  Court  was  satisfied  with  this 
evidence.  They  were  chiefly  moved  by  the  circumstance  that  the 
defender  had  acted  from  motives  of  friendship  under  a  transaction 
from  which  he  was  not  to  derive  any  benefit,  and  which  was  based 
upon  exuberant  confidence ;  and  they  therefore  considered  that  the 
strict  rules  of  law  should  not  be  applied  to  the  case.  Their  Lord- 
ships also  thought  it  was  "as  much  a  matter  of  doubt  that  the 
letter  had  not  reached  the  pursuer,  as  that  it  had  been  put  into  the 
post  office  by  the  defender ;"  and  they  did  not  think  the  defender's 
oath  in  supplement  was  necessary,  although,  as  he  had  offered  it, 
they  allowed  it  to  be  taken  (g).  These  cases  are  thought  to  be  of 
Uttle  value  as  precedents. 


CHAPTER  XVI.— OF  INFERRING   PAYMENT  FROM  CIRCUMSTANCES. 

§  614.  Although,  as  seen  in  the  preceding  chapters,  payment 
cannot  in  general  be  proved  by  testimony,  yet  it  may  be  inferred 
from  circumstances  which  produce  a  reasonable  belief  in  the  fact. 
This  exceptional  principle,  even  more  than  the  general  rule,  is  con- 
sistent with  the  experience  of  mankind ;  for,  if  we  can  seldom  rely 
on  the  accuracy  and  recollection  of  witnesses  as  to  the  amount  and 
object  of  an  individual  payment,  we  often  find  facts,  unquestionably 

(/)  Cumming  9.  Manhall,  1762,  M.,  12,366.  (^)  Buchanan  v.  Buchanan, 

7th  February  1812,  F.  C,  and  session  papers. 
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relating  to  the  debt,  which  produce  in  every  reasonable  mind  belief 
that  it  has  been  paid.  Some  of  these  circumstances,  from  their 
frequent  occurrence,  have  given  rise  to  presumptions  of  law,  as  seen 
in  the  rules  chirographum  apud  debiiorem  repertum  presumitur  aolu- 
turn  (a),  chirographum  non  extana  presumitur  solutum  (6),  the  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  apocha  trium  annorum  (c),  and  the  pre- 
sumption that  honoraries  have  been  paid  (d).  In  Like  manner  the 
source  of  the  triennial,  quinquennial,  and  sexennial  prescriptions  is 
the  inference  arising  from  mora.  But,  besides  these  established 
rules,  the  concerns  of  daily  life  develop  special  circumstances  not 
less  convincing,  and  therefore  not  less  entitled  to  receive  e£Fect  in 
proving  payment  (e). 

Such  circumstantial  proof  has  therefore  been  sustained,  in  re- 
gard not  only  to  illiquid  claims,  but  also  to  debts  constituted  by 
bill  (/),  bond  (gr),  and  even  by  bond  with  heritable  security  (A). 

§  616.  The  nature  and  strength  of  the  circumstances  which 
should  be  held  sufficient  to  prove  payment,  must  necessarily  vary 
with  the  character  of  the  debt,  the  mode  in  which  it  has  been  con- 
tracted, the  position  of  the  parties,  and  other  similar  considerations. 
No  general  rule  on  the  point,  therefore,  can  be  laid  down  more  pre- 
cise than  this,  that  the  circumstantial  proof  should  only  be  sus- 
tained where  it  leaves  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  debt  in  issue 
has  been  paid  (t). 

§  616.  Delay  to  claim  pajrment  during  a  number  of  years  short 
of  the  prescriptive  period  corresponding  to  the  debt,  is,  in  general, 
not  sufficient  without  some  corroborating  circumstances  ;  as  the 
several  terms  required  for  this  purpose  have  been  defined  by  the 
statutes  regarding  prescriptions  (fc).  This  has  been  repeatedly  held 
as  to  taciturnity  for  twenty  or  thirty  years,  and  even  where  an  ad- 
ditional day  of  mora  would  have  given  the  debtor  the  absolute  pro- 
tection of  the  long  negative  prescription  (Z).     Yet  where  the  debt 

(a)  Supra,  i  880,  et  teq,  (b)  Supra,  I  882,  et  teg,  (c)  Supra, 

1  884,  et  seq,  {d)  Supra,  I  892,  et  seq,  (e)  Stair,  4,  46,  28~BBiiil, 
4,  84,  2— Ersk.,  8,  7,  29— Tait,  444— Br.  Synop.,  1694— S.  Dig.,  voce  Payment,  J  66- 
Supra,  i  161,  et  seq,  (/)  Ryrie  v.  Ryrie,  1840,  2  D.,  1210— RusseU  ©.  FiBser, 
1788,  M.,  11,890.  (g)  Norkat  v.  Home,  1624,  M.,  12,701— L.  Polwart  v.  Haly- 
burton,  1667,  M.,  12,704— Stark  v.  Napier,  1672,  M.,  12,707— Macer  v.  L.  Aldie,  1681, 
M.,  12,708--Cochrane  v,  Houston,  1718,  M.,  12,716.  But  see  Houston  v.  Houston,  1697, 
M.,  12,712.  (h)  Stair,  4,  46,  28— Thomson's  Tr.  v.  Monteith,  1884,  12  S.,  842 
— Mackie  v,  Watson,  1887,  16  S.,  78— S.  C,  14  S.,  166.  (t)  Cases  in  following 
notes.                    (k)  Houston  v.  Houston,  1697,  M.,  12,712— Dobie  v.  Stevenson,  1823, 

2  S.,  868— L.  Gordon  c.  Glendonwyn,  1888,  16  S.,  645—  Seath  v.  Taylors,  1840, 10  D., 
377— Watson  v,  Johnstone,  1848,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  246.    See  §  618.  (I)  Graham  v. 
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is  of  a  kind  usually  paid  immediately  or  after  a  short  interval,  long 
taciturnity  has  been  held  sufficient  to  infer  payment.     Thus,  before 
the  sexennial  prescription  of  bills  was  introduced,  the  Court  fre- 
quently inferred  payment  from  the  lapse  of  twenty  years  and  up- 
wards without  demand  for  the  debt  (m).     So,  where  a  written  obli- 
gation was  entered  into,  in  1682,  to  deliver  a  certain  amount  of 
grain  of  that  year's  crop  under  a  high  penalty  in  case  of  non-imple- 
ment ;  and,  in  1722,  the  debtor  granted  an  obligation  waiving  the 
plea  of  the  long  negative  prescription,  but  reserving  his  defence  of 
payment ;  the  Court,  in  an  action  raised  in  the  year  1759,  for  the 
penalty,  held  that  the  obligation  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
implemented  (n).    Thus,  also,  in  an  action  by  the  heir  of  a  husband 
for  payment  of  2000  merks  of  tocher,  it  was  found  that  the  subsist- 
ence of  the  marriage  for  eleven  years  inferred  that  the  claim  had 
been  paid,  or  that  the  husband  had  got  as  much  of  his  wife's  goods 
as  satisfied  it  (o).     And  in  an  action  by  an  innkeeper  for  payment 
of  an  account  which  extended  over  eighteen  months,  and  included 
entries  for  "  lodgings,"  "  supper,"  ".toddy,"  "  horse's  keep,"  and  the 
Kke,  the  Court  held  that  the  pursuer  must  prove  both  the  constitu- 
tion and  the  subsistence  of  the  debt ;  because  uniform  practice 
raises  a  presumption  that  a  tavern  bill  was  paid  when  contracted  (jp). 
§  617.     In  every  question  of  presumed  payment,  indeed,  taci- 
turnity is  an  important  element,  and,  when  corroborated  by  other 
circumstances,  has  frequently  been  sustained  as  proving  payment  (r). 
For  example,  the  circumstance  that  the  creditor  in  one  debt  had 
paid  the  debtor  siuns  on  account  of  other  transactions  between 
them,  without  deducting  or  reserving  his  own  claim,  combined  with 
mora,  has  been  held  sufficient  («)  ;  and  payment  has  been  inferred 
from  the  creditor  having  discharged  the  debtor  of  payment  of  sub- 

Veitch,  1828,  2  S.,  694.  In  this  case  there  were  some  circnmstanceB  corroboratiye  of 
the  infereiuse  from  tnora^  hut  the  Court  did  not  think  them  sufficient.  See,  also,  Currie 
9,  Ford,  1828,  6  S.,  1119,  where  payment  of  a  legacy  was  not  inferred  from  the  lapse  of 
forty-nine  years  since  the  testator's  death,  proceedings  having  heen  instituted  for  pay- 
ment a  few  years  after  the  death,  and  having  heen  renewed  at  intervals  afterwards. 

(m)  Gases  in  Br.  Synop.,  244,  et  aeq,  (n)  Dunhar  v.  Innes,  1769,  M.,  11,644. 

(o)  Scotland  v.  Reid,  1682,  M.,  11,416.  (p)  Bamet  v.  Colville,  1840,  2  D., 

887.  (r)  Besides  the  cases  in  the  following  notes,  see  L.  Polwart  v.  L.  Haly- 

burton,  1667,  M.,  12,704— Mercer  v,  L.  Aldie,  1681,  M.,  12,708— Cochrane  v,  Houston, 
1718,  M.,  12,716— Bargeny  v.  Kennedy,  1697, 4  B.  Sup.,  464— French  v.  Cathcart,  1696 
4  B.  Sup.,  298— Mackie  v.  Watson,  1886, 14  S.,  166 ;  S.  C,  1887, 16  S.,  78— Howden 
».  Howden,  1841,  8  D.,  888.  (t)  Veitch  v.  Paterson,  1664,  M.,  11,888— Stam- 

ileld  V.  Hamilton,  1671, 1  B.  Sup.,  681.  See  also  Stuart  v.  Maconochie,  1886,  14  S., 
412. 
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eeqneiit  debts,  without  noticing  the  one  sued  for  (t).  The  inference 
from  snch  courses  of  dealing  is  sometimes  sufficient  to  prove  pay- 
ment, although  a  lengthened  period  did  not  intervene  (u).  Again, 
where,  after  forty-six  years'  mora^  action  was  raised  by  the  heir  of 
the  creditor  in  a  bond  (his  minority  having  saved  the  debt  from 
prescription),  and  it  appeared  that  a  new  bond  had  been  granted 
many  years  before  for  nearly  the  same  amount  by  the  same  parties, 
with  the  addition  of  a  new  cautioner,  which  bond  had  been  paid, 
the  Court  held  that  payment  of  the  debt  sued  for  was  to  be  pre- 
sumed (x).  In  another  case,  payment  of  a  bond  by  one  brother  to 
another  was  inferred,  where  for  nearly  twenty  years  no  claim  had 
been  made  for  either  principal  or  interest,  although  the  debtor  had 
been  habit  and  repute  solvent  till  his  death  (which  happened  several 
years  before  the  action  was  raised),  and  where  the  creditor  had, 
during  his  late  brother's  lifetime,  made  up  or  acquiesced  in  a  state 
of  accounts  between  them  in  which  a  considerable  balance  was 
brought  out  against  himself  (y).  Again,  where  a  father  in  a  com- 
petition of  creditors  on  the  estate  of  his  son,  claimed  on  account  of 
their  joint  acceptance,  which  had  lain  over  for  four  years  without 
any  demand  having  been  made  against  the  son,  the  Court  presumed 
that  it  had  been  paid  at  maturity  with  funds  belonging  to  the  pro- 
per debtor  (z).  But  there  was  ground  to  suspect  collusion  in  this 
case.^ 

§  618.  On  the  other  hand,  payment  of  a  bond  for  £500  was  not 
inferred  in  an  action  raised  in  the  forteith  year  after  the  term  of 
payment,  where  there  appeared  to  have  been  an  intention  to  pay  it 
off  a  year  or  two  after  its  date  ;  where  interest  on  it  had  been  paid 
for  five  years  from  its  date  by  one  who  had  been  agent  for  both 
debtor  and  creditor,  but  no  payment  had  been  made  after  that  time, 
and  where  on  the  original  debtor's  death,  thirteen  years  after  the 
date  of  the  bond,  no  claim  had  been  made  thereupon,  although  his 
creditors  had  been  called  by  advertisement  to  come  forward  (a). 

(t)  Norkat  v.  Hume,  1624,  M.,  12,701.  (ti)  See  Thomson's  Tr.  v.  Mon- 

teith,  1894, 12  S.,  842>-Stiiart  v.  Maconochie,  1886, 14  S.,  412— Cases  in  two  preceding 
notes.  (x)  Stark  v.  Napier,  1672,  M.,  12,707.    See  also  Tod  v,  Beattie,  1802, 

Hume  D.,  487.  (y)  Ryrie  v,  Ryrie,  1840,  2  D.,  1210.  (2)  BaOli©  v. 

Wilson,  1840,  2  D.,  496.  (a)  Graham  v.  Veitch,  1828, 2  S.,  694.    The  report 

bears  that  the  Court  were  agreed  that  presumptive  evidence  of  payment  of  a  written  ob- 
ligation, in  order  to  be  conclusive,  must  be  "  utterly  irreconcileable  with  the  idea  that 
the  bond  is  still  due."  But  the  cases  in  the  preceding  notes  shew  that  this  is  too  strong- 
ly stated. 


Bannatyne  v.  Wilson,  1865, 18  D.,  280. 
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And  where  a  tenant  of  a  farm  under  a  lease  for  nineteen  years  was 
entitled  to  deduction  of  rent  on  account  of  the  landlord  resuming 
possession  of  some  land  at  an  early  period  of  the  lease,  and  also  to 
recompense  for  ameliorations  made  by  him  (the  tenant);  and  where 
he  continued  during  his  lease  to  pay  the  whole  rent  without  deduc- 
tion, and  on  leaving  the  farm  granted  a  bill  for  the  balance  of  his 
rent  on  that  footing ;  in  an  action  at  his  instance  three  years  after- 
wards, when  his  claim,  with  interest,  amounted  to  nearly  £900,  the 
Court  held  that  there  was  not  sufficient  ground  to  infer  that  the 
debt  had  been  discharged  during  the  lease  (6).  Again,  where  a 
party  indebted  in  £600  for  the  warrandice  under  a  disposition  and 
decree-arbitral,  granted  bill  for  the  amount,  in  an  action  against 
his  heir,  several  years  after  sexennial  prescription  had  run  on  the 
bill,  the  Court  would  not  presume  that  the  debt  had  been  paid,  al- 
though that  prescription  is  mainly  founded  on  a  presumption  of 
payment  (c). 

§  619.  Nor  does  it  raise  a  presumption  of  payment  that  the 
debtor  granted  a  later  obligation  for  the  same  (d),  or  a  larger 
amount  (e)  ;  or  that  in  a  subsequent  transaction  the  position  of  the 
parties  as  debtor  and  creditor  was  reversed  (/).  But  these  may  be 
important  when  in  combination  with  other  circumstances  inferring 
payment ;  and,  as  already  noticed,  the  fact  of  the  later  transactions 
having  been  settled  without  reservation  may  suffice  to  prove  that 
the  others  are  not  outstanding  (g). 

Some  other  illustrations  of  circumstances  which  are 'insufficient 
to  infer  payment  are  given  above  (A). 

§  620.  It  will  also  be  presumed  that  a  person  liable  to  account 
has  done  so,  where,  from  the  position  of  the  parties,  their  previous 
dealings,  the  custom  of  the  trade  or  business,  or  other  circum- 
stances, that  is  the  natural  inference  (i).  Thus  where  two  brothers, 
WiUiam  and  George,  had  been  co-executors  of  their  father,  and  had 
lived  together  for  a  number  of  years  after  their  father's  death ;  and 


(6)  Halyburton  v.  Blair,  1887, 15  S.,  760.  With  this  case  compare  Veitch  v.  Pater- 
aon,  1664,  M.,  11,883.  (e)  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1828,  2  S.,  600.     See  also 

Campb«U  v.  CampbeU,  1797,  M.,  1648— Hunter  v.  Thomson,  1843,  5  D.,  1286. 

{d)  Lady  Ardblair  v,  her  Husband,  1678,  M.,  11,384,  5080.  (e)  Haig  v. 

Service,  1832, 11  S.,  146.  (/)  Carnoway  v.  Stewart,  1611,  M.,  2600 ;  11,882 

—Murray  v.  Thomson,  1665,  M.,  11,214;  11,883— Somerville  v.  Muirhead's  Ex.,  1676, 
M.,  11,884— Waddell's  Tr.  v.  Scott,  1833,  11  S.,  665.  (g)  Supra,  i  617. 

(A)  Siqn-af  I  616.     See  also  Lovat  v.  Lovat,  1721,  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  366.  (t)  See 

tupra^  i  6. 

VOL.  I.  2  C 
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(6)  Condie  v.  Peddie,  1848,  10  D.,  941— See  also  Stuart  r.  Maconochie,  1886, 14  S., 
412.  (c)  L.  Saultoun  v,  Fraser,  1722,  M.,  11,425. 

(rf)  WilBona  v.  Wilson,  1788,  M.,  11,646.    The  parties  wore  in  humble  life. 

(e)  Irvine  v.  Falconer,  1671,  M.,  11,424— Morison  v.  Bruce,  there  cited. 

(/)  Couts  V.  Gouts,  1636,  M.,  11,428— Abercromby  v.  Achison,  1676,  M.,  12,708. 
{g)  Dundas  v.  Holbom,  1678,  2  B.  Sup.,  223;  S.  C,  8  ib.,  217— Cloilland  9.  Bonar, 
10r,9,  2  ib.,  466. 


where  an  action  was  raised  by  the  curator  bonis  of  George  against 
the  representatives  of  William,  about  twenty  years  after  (Jeorge       j 
had  become  insane,  for  payment  of  sums  uplifted  by  William  on       ^ 
account  of  the  father's  executry ;  the  Court  presumed  that  William 
had  accounted  to  George  for  his  share,  or  that  some  settlement  had 
taken  place  between  them  (b).    So  where  a  son  infamilia  had  been 
in  use  during  his  father's  lifetime,  but  without  a  written  commis- 
sion, to  collect  debts  belonging  to  his  father,  and  make  payments 
without  preserving  vouchers ;  in  an  action  by  the  father  s  heir  to 
compel  him  to  account  for  his  intromissions,  the  Court  w^ould  not 
hold  him  liable  for  any  sums  beyond  those  which  might  be  proved 
by  his  writ  or  oath  (c).     Thus,  also,  where,  on  a  person  becoming 
superannuated,  his  eldest  son  had  intromitted  with  his  estate,  in  an 
action  raised  by  the  other  children  against  the  intromitter,  after  an 
interval  of  thirteen  years,  the  Court  would  not  require  him  to  ac- 
count, because  the  "  reasonable  presumption  "  was,  that  he  had  pro- 
perly applied  the  funds  (cf).    Again,  where  a  domestic  servant  had, 
during  three  years,  intromitted  with  grain  and  rents  received  from 
his  master's  tenants ;  an  action  of  accounting  having  been  raised 
against  his  executor  after  a  number  of  years  (the  servant  having 
died  in  another  person's  employment),  the  Court  would  not  require 
the  defender  to  account  for  his  ancestor's  intromissions  (e).     And 
where  the  servant  of  a  tavern  keeper,  having  left  his  service,  was 
called  to  account  for  his  intromissions  during  a  year,  the  Court 
would  not  hold  him  bound  to  do  so ;  because,  according  to  the  cus- 
tom of  the  business,  such  servants  account  every  day,  or  at  intervals 
of  a  few  days  (/).     Thus,  also,  the  colonel  of  a  regiment  of  militia 
being  sued  by  one  of  his  captains  for  levy  money,  which  he  had  re- 
ceived for  distribution  about  thirty  years  before,  was  assoilzied  un- 
less non-payment  were  proved  by  his  writ  or  oath ;  because  the  cus- 
tom was  to  pay  the  officers  their  several  shares  without  taking  re- 
ceipts (gr). 

§  621.  The  ground  of  these  decisions  is,  that  the  intromitter 
must  be  presumed  to  have  accounted  at  the  proper  time.  E  con- 
verso^  where  a  factor  had  received  money  to  be  lent  out  on  security, 
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but  had  retained  it  in  his  hands  for  a  number  of  years,  and  charged 
himself  with  interest  upon  it,  the  Court,  in  an  action  raised  thirty 
years  after  the  last  of  these  entries,  held  that  the  factor  must  show 
how  the  debt  had  been  discharged  (A). 

§  622.  A  striking  instance  of  presumed  payment  occurs  in 
regard  to  duties  and  casualties  which  were  payable  by  a  vassal  to 
his  superior  before  receiving  a  charter  or  precept  renewing  the 
investiture.  The  circumstance  of  the  superior  granting  the  renewal 
without  reserving  his  right  to  these  claims,  does  not  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  payment,  which  may  be  overcome  by  the  vassal's  writ 
or  oath,  as  was  at  one  time  supposed  (i), — ^but  implies  an  absolute 
discharge  of  the  superior's  claim,  whether  the  question  arises  with 
the  vassal's  heir  or  with  his  singular  successor  (i).  But  this  rule 
does  not  apply  to  the  Crown,  which  ought  not  to  suffer  for  the 
negligence  of  its  officers  (l)  ;  and  it  seems  not  to  affect  a  subject- 
superior  granting  a  renewal  in  obedience  to  a  charge  by  the  vas- 
sal (m).  In  other  cases  the  implied  discharge  may  be  excluded  by 
a  reservation  in  the  charter;  but  not  by  the  clause  of  ordinary  style, 
'^  salvo  Jure  cujuslibet  "  {n). 

In  like  manner,  a  disposition  of  a  superiority  by  the  superior  to 
the  vassal  imports  a  discharge  or  assignation  of  any  feu-duties  or 
casualties  which  were  outstanding  at  its  date,  partly  on  the  ground 
of  presumed  payment,  and  partly  because  accessorium  aequitur 
pnndpale  (o). 

§  623.  It  will  be  seen  from  the  cases  noted  in  the  preceding 
sections  that  the  law  as  to  presumed  payment  was  matured  by  the 
Court  before  the  introduction  of  trials  by  jury  in  civil  causes.  Yet 
as  the  question  is  one  of  fact,  it  may  be  remitted  to  the  latter  tri- 
bxmal  {p  ) ;  the  previous  cases  being  used  as  guides  to  the  judge  in 
directing  the  jury  upon  the  strength  of  circumstantial  proof  which 
they  should  require,  and  not  as  precedents  in  point  of  law.  In  the 
trial  of  such  an  issue  direct  parole  proof  of  payment  is  admissible ; 
but  the  jury  will  be  cautioned  to  decide  upon  the  real  evidence, 

(A)  Cairns  v.  Gairoch*8  Crs.,  1747,  M.,  11,889.  (t)  See  Aibuthnot  v.  Bait, 

1680,  M.,  11,885— Ayton  v,  Duncan,  1676,  M.,  6464— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  226. 

(A)  L.  Wedderbum  v.  Niabet,  1612,  M.,  6413;  6822— E.  Cassilis  v.  Bargeny,  1682, 
H,  6414-MaxweU  v.  Falconer,  1686,  M.,  6614- Gibson  v,  Scott,  1739,  M.,  6600— 
Glasgow  Tailore  v.  Blaikie,  1861,  18  D.,  1078— Ersk.,  2,  8,  23;  ib.,  2,  5,  46— Duff, 
tuprtL    See  also  Erskine  v.  Hamilton,  1718,  M.,  6615.  {!)  See  L.  Haltoun  v. 

E.  Northesk,  1672,  M.,  6606— L.  Coldingknows  v,  Crosbie,  1611,  M.,  6606. 

(m)  Erek.,  2,  6,  46— Glasgow  Hospital  v.  CampbeU,  1664,  M.,  6419. 

(n)  Glasgow  Tailors  v.  Blaikie,  supra.  (o)  E.  Argyle  ».  M*Donald,  1676, 

M.,  6323.  (p)  Seath  v.  Taylor,  1848, 10  D.,  377. 

2c2 
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rather  than  on  the  recollection  of  the  witnesses ;  as  such  matters 
are  not  likely  to  be  accurately  observed  or  remembered  by  any  but 
the  parties  concerned,  whose  evidence  (except  when  it  is  to  their 
own  prejudice)  is  not  trustworthy  (r). 


CHAPTER   XVII.— PROOF  OF   RENUNCIATION  OF  RIGHTS   AND 
OBLIGATIONS  CONSTITUTED  BY  WRITING. 

§  624.  The  renunciation  of  a  right  or  obligation  constituted  by 
writing  may  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath  on  reference  (a).  As  to 
proving  it  by  parole,  the  same  distinction  between  direct  and  indi- 
rect proof  occurs  as  in  proving  payment  of  written  obligations.  On 
the  one  hand,  the  renunciation  of  the  obligation  or  right  cannot  be 
established  by  witnesses  deponing  merely  to  a  verbal  abandon- 
ment (6)  ;  because,  as  already  observed,  a  written  obligation  usually 
implies  a  written  discharge,  and  witnesses  are  apt  to  mistake  the 
terms  of  the  renunciation,  some  important  condition  or  counter-part 
of  which  may  have  either  escaped  their  observation  or  been  forgot- 
ten. This  rule  has  been  applied  to  the  renunciation  of  a  decree- 
arbitral  (c),  of  a  written  lease  (c?),  a  decree  of  removal  (e),  an  obli- 
gation in  a  feu-charter  binding  the  vassal  not  to  build  ale-houses 
on  the  feu  (/),  and  the  like  (g)} 

§  625.  On  the  other  hand,  the  renunciation  of  a  right  or  obh- 
gation,  although  constituted  by  writing,  may  often  be  proved  by 
circumstances  almost  as  clearly  as  by  the  party's  writ  or  oath  on 
reference.  Such  evidence  of  the  fact,  therefore,  is  admitted,  but 
with  considerable  caution  (h) ;  and  if  the  case  is  before  a  jury,  there 

(r)  See  a  Bimilar  class  of  cases  noticed  tupra,  i  168,  ei  9eq,  (a)  Ersk.,  3,  4,  8 

— Tait,  Ev.,  826— %>ra,  §§  240,  241.  (h)  Ersk.,  wprffl— Tait,  tupra.    See 

I  162.  (c)  Ker  v.  Skedden,  1787,  Elch.,  "  Loeua  pmiierUiae,"  No.  8. 

(d)  L.  CraigmiUer  v.  Chalmers,  1689,  M.,  12,808.  {e)  Countess  of  Aigyle  r. 

Sheriflf  of  Moray,  1588,  M.,  12,800— Hunter  v.  Dun,  1809,  Hume  D.,  684. 

(/)  Scott  V.  Caims,  1830,  9  S.,  247.  {ff)  Master  of  Hailes  v.  Abbot  of  New- 

bottil,  1684,  M.,  12,298— L.  Shaw  v.  Palmer,  1606,  M.,  12,801— Brody  v.  Cromarty's 
Crs.,  1688,  M.,  12,828— Law  «.  Gibsone,  1836,  18  S.,  896— Cases  noted  in  i  162,  et  seq. 

(h)  BaiUie  v.  Fraser,  1853,  15  D.,  747— Geddes  v.  WaUace,  1820,  2  Bligh,  270— 
Supra,  i  168. 


1  Supra,  §  167,  note  ". 
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should  be  a  direction  from  the  judge,  that  unless  the  proof  clearly 
establishes  the  fact  of  abandonment,  effect  ought  not  to  be  given 
to  it  {{).  What  strength  of  circumstantial  proof  ought  to  be  held 
sufficient  must  depend  on  the  characters  of  the  right  and  document, 
and  the  mutual  position  of  the  parties ;  upon  which  points  some 
illustrative  cases  have  been  mentioned  in  previous  chapters  (k). 

§  626.  When  there  is  circumstantial  proof  of  renunciation, 
direct  parole  evidence  of  the  fact  will  also  be  received ;  but  little 
reliance  should  be  placed  on  it,  except  where  the  witness  is  one  of 
the  parties  deponing  to  his  own  prejudice. 


CHAPTER  XVIII. — PROOF  OF  RENUNCIATION  OF  RIGHTS  AND 
OBLIGATIONS  NOT  CONSTITUTED  BY  WRITING. 

§  627.  The  renunciation  of  rights  and  obligations  constituted 
verbally  may  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath  of  party,  or  by  facts  and 
circumstances  (a).  And  if  the  verbal  constitution  and  abandon- 
ment occurred  on  the  same  occasion,  both  of  them  may  be  proved 
by  the  same  evidence  (6).  Where,  however,  the  renunciation  oc- 
curred ex  intervcMo  of  the  constitution  of  the  obligation,  it  seems 
not  to.be  proveable  by  bare  testimony  to  the  oral  abandonment, 
unless  the  amoimt  is  within  £100  Scots  (c).  Mr  Erskine,  indeed, 
observes  that  "an  obligation  which  is  constituted  verbally  may  be 
extinguished  by  a  verbal  declaration  of  the  creditor  that  he  passes 
from  it."  And  from  the  context  the  learned  author  seems  to  have 
meant  that  the  declaration  might  be  proved  by  parole ;  for  he 
observes  immediately  afterwards,  "but  debts  formed  by  writing 
cannot  be  extinguished  without  either  the  creditors  oath,  or  a 
written  acknowledgment  signed  by  him  {d)J*  As,  however,  such  a 
rule  would  admit  parole  of  the  renunciation  of  obligations  which 


(0  See  Craig  v.  Budge,  1828,  8  Mur.,  820— M'Intosh  ».  M'Tavish,  1828,  6  S.,  992— 
Law  V,  Gibeone,  wpra.  (k)  Supra,  §  168,  et  seq, — J  616,  e(  aeq. 

(a)  Supra,  §  624-6.  (6)  See  supra,  {  612.    Accordingly,  if  parole  is  admis- 

sible to  prove  the  constitution  of  the  obligation,  the  extinction,  when  forming  part  of 
the  same  rea  gestae,  may  be  proved  in  the  same  way ;  and  if  the  obligation  is  proved  by 
oath  of  party,  the  statement  that  it  was  renounced  at  the  time  is  an  intrinsic  quality  to 
the  oath.  (c)  See  supra,  g  611— Tait,  Ev  ,  389.  (d)  Ersk.,  3,  4,  8. 
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could  not  be  proved  by  parole  (e.g.,  a  verbal  promise  to  pay  money), 
Mr  Erskine  may  have  had  in  view  merely  the  solemnities  requisite 
for  an  effectual  renunciation,  and  not  the  mode  of  proving  it  At 
all  events  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  renunciation  of  a  verbal 
obligation  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  be  proved  by  parole ;  for  if 
payment,  the  usual  and  natural  mode  of  extinction,  requires  writ 
or  oath  when  the  sum  exceeds  £100  Scots,  parole  ought  not  to  be 
received  to  prove  discharge  beyond  that  amoimt,  by  the  unusual 
mode  of  a  gratuitous  abandonment  (e). 


CHAPTER  XIX.— PROOF  OF  FRAUD  AND  WRONG. 

§  628.  One  who  commits  a  fraud  or  wrong  will  carefuUy  avoid 
leaving  written  proof  of  it ;  and  no  reliance  coidd  be  placed  on  his 
oath  on  reference ;  which,  indeed,  he  would  generally  be  entitled 
to  withhold,  on  the  ground  that  nemo  fenetur  jurare  in  suam  iurpi- 
iudinem.  It  follows,  therefore,  that  witnesses  must  be  admitted  to 
prove  fraud  and  wrong,  otherwise  it  would  most  commonly  escape 
detection  (a).  This  rule  is  in  every  day  observance  in  criminal 
Courts ;  where  parole  evidence,  both  direct  and  circumstantial,  is 
admitted,  whatever  be  the  character  or  atrocity  of  the  offence.  It 
holds  not  less  forcibly  in  civil  causes ;  the  evidence  of  witnesses 
being  constantly  received,  even  in  contradiction  of  solemn  deeds 
and  judicial  records,  when  challenged  on  the  ground  of  fraud.  The 
rules  on  tliis  head  are  fully  treated  in  previous  chapters  (6),  and 
afterwards,  in  considering  how  far  writings  of  different  kinds  are 
probative. 


(«)  Tait  Ev.,  889.  (a)  Stair,  4,  8,  2,  (6)— Erek.,  4,  2,  21—1  Hume,  876- 

Qlassford  Ev.,  242— Tait  Ev.,  811.  (6)  See  supra,  i  174,  eT  m^.,  as  to  admitting 

parole  of  frand  to  contradict  written  evidonce^and  }  844,  H  teq.,  and  {  859,  as  to  bills 
and  indorsations  challenged  on  the  head  of  fraud. 
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CHAPTER  XX.— PROOF  OF  WILLS  AND  LEGACIES. 

§  629.  WritiDg  is  essential  to  the  nomination  of  an  exe- 
cutor (c).  But  legacies  may  be  left  verbally ;  and,  if  proved  by 
parole,  will  be  sustained  to  the  amount  of  £100  Scots  (£8  :  6  :  8 
sterling),  although  the  actual  bequests  exceeded  that  sum  (d)}  In 
one  case  where  an  executor-nominate  was  also  residuary  legatee, 
the  Court  sustained  to  their  full  amounts  nuncupative  legacies 
beyond  £100  Scots,  when  proved  by  his  oath  on  reference  ;  because 
he  was  merely  a  trustee  under  ^a  right  ex  facie  absolute,  and  was 
therefore  bound  to  administer  the  estate  in  terms  of  the  deceased's 
directions  (c).*  But  in  a  subsequent  case  where  the  executor,  being 
next  of  kin,  was  sued  to  divide  the  estate  between  himself  and  two 
others,  in  terms  of  the  testator's  verbal  directions ;  and  where  on  a 
reference  to  his  oath  he  deponed  that  the  deceased  had  stated  to 
him  that  such  was  his  will,  but  that  he  (the  deponent)  had  not  con- 
sented to  make  the  division,  although  he  had  not  expressly  refused  ; 
the  Court  found  the  claimants  entitled  only  to  £100  Scots  each 
as  nuncupative  legacies  (/).  The  ground  of  decision  in  this  case 
seems  to  have  been,  that  as  the  next  of  kin  was  entitled  to  the 
succession  by  law,  a  legacy  informally  constituted  could  not  burden 
his  right,  except  through  his  own  express  undertaking  to  pay  it  (gr). 
But  there  is  good  ground  for  maintaining  that,  as  the  next  of  kin 
succeeds  through  the  will  of  the  deceased,  implied  from  the  absence 
of  another  nomination,  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  defeat  the 
testator's  expressed  and  proved  intention  that  his  right  should  be  a 
trust  in  so  far  as  regarded  the  verbal  legacies.  This  view  is  sup- 
ported by  the  authority  of  Dirleton  (A),  Stewart  (i),  and  Erskine  (i), 

(c)  stair,  8,  8,  84— Erek.,  8,  9,  7— Tait  Et.,  224. 

(<i)  Stair,  nipra,  and  8,  8,  86 — Ersk.,  wajpra — Tait,  wtpra — Wallace  tr.  Mnir,  1629,  M., 
1860,  6847— Smitha  ».  Taylor,  1749,  M.,  6594 ;  Elch.,  "  Testament,"  No.  10,  S.  C. 

(e)  M'Phun  tr.  Guthrie,  1788,  M.,  8857;  5  B.  Sup.,  208;  Elch.,  "Legacy,"  No.  6, 
8.  C.  (/)  Smiths  v.  Taylor,  mpra.  (g)  See  Ivory's  Note,  676,  to  Ersk., 

8,  9, 7.  (A)  Dirleton's  Doubts,  voce  *'  Legacy."  (t)  Stewart's  Answ.,  W)w 

'*  Legacy."  (k)  Ersk,  8,  9,  7— See  also  Tait  Ev.,  224. 


1  KeUy  V.  Kelly,  1861,  28  D.,  708. 

'  It  was  held  that  an  executor  who  was  sole  trustee,  and  to  whom  as  such  the  whole 
estate  of  the  truster  was  conveyed,  had  no  right  to  one-third  of  the  dead's  part,  under 
the  act  1617,  c.  14,  although  the  bequest  of  the  residue  had  failed  by  decease  of  the 
legatee;  because,  in  that  case  he  held  as  trustee  for  the  truster's  representatives; 
Lowndes  v,  Douglas,  1862,  24  D.,  1891.  Now,  by  the  act  18  and  19  Vict.,  c.  28,  }  8, 
the  executor-nominate  has  no  right  to  any  portion  of  the  dead's  part. 
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wlio  lay  down  that  verbal  legacies  beyond  £100  Scots  may  be  con- 
stituted verbally,  and  may  be  proved  by  the  oath  of  the  executor 
or  next  of  kin. 

§  630.  According  to  Dirleton  (I),  and  Erskine  (m),  a  imivereal 
legacy  may  be  nuncupative,  and  will  be  eflfectual,  if  proved  by  the 
oath  of  the  next  of  kin.  But  Stewart  thinks  that  writing  is  essen- 
tial to  its  constitution  {n). 

§  631.  A  nuncupative  legacy,  if  expressly  left,  will  be  effectual, 
altliough  tlie  testator  directed  that  it  should  be  committed  to  writ- 
ing (o).  But  merely  giving  verbal  directions  to  a  person  to  prepare 
a  will  containing  certain  bequests  does  not  import  nuncupative 
legacies  to  these  persons ;  because  it  is  not  a  final  expression  of  in- 
tention (7;).  And  an  informal  testament  will  not  be  sustained  as 
a  verbal  bequest  of  legacies  of  £100  Scots  to  the  persons  favoured 
by  it  (r). 

§  632.  A  mortis  causa  donation  may  be  made  without  writ, 
however  valuable  the  su1)ject  may  be  («).  It  has  not  been  settled 
whether  it  may  be  proved  by  parole,  or  only  by  the  executor's  writ 
or  oath.* 

§  633.  It  was  held  in  an  old  case  that  a  nuncupative  will  made 
and  confirmed  in  England,  where  such  wills  are  valid,  is  not  effec- 
tual to  carry  moveables  in  this  country  (t).  But  this  decision,  al- 
though adopted  by  Lord  Stair  (u),  and  Mr  Erskine  (x),  is  thought 
to  be  erroneous ;  as  an  executor,  formally  appointed  according  to 
the  law  of  the  deceased's  domicile,  is  entitled  to  his  moveable  estate 
wherever  situated  (y). 

{I)  Dirl.  Doubts,  supra.  (m)  Ersk.,  3,  9,  7.  (n)  Stew.  Answ.,  rnqtra. 

(0)  MitcheU  v.  Pinkerton,  1744,  Elch.,  "  Legacy,"  No.  13.  (p)  MitcheU  r. 

Pinkerton,  «u/>ra~ Macfarquhar  v.  Colder,  1779,  M.,  8600,  as  mentioned  in  note  *  to 
Ivory's  Ersk.,  3,  9,  7— Monro  v.  Coutts,  1818,  1  Dow,  487— Stainton  v,  Staiuton,  1828, 
6  S.,  863— Walker  v.  Steele,  1826,  4  S.,  323.  (r)  Moncrieff  w.  Monypenny. 

1711,  M.,  13,807;  affd.,  Rob.,  26.  But  see  contra  Hopkins  v.  D.  Athol,  1728,  M.. 
15,940 ;  noticed  infra,  §  669.  («)  MitcheU  v.  Wright,  1769,  M.,  8082. 

(0  Shaw  V.  Lewis,  1665,  M.,  4494.  (w)  Stair,  3,  8,  85.  (z)  Eist, 

3,  2,  41.  (y)  2  BeU's  Com.,  688— Brodie's  Ed.  of  Stair,  10,  note  A— Hog  v. 

Hog,  1791,  M.,  4619,  affd.  on  appeal— Durie  ».  Coutts,  1791,  M.,  4624— Brack  v.  Hogg, 
1827,  6  S.,  118 ;  affd.,  5  W.  S.,  61— Ker  v.  Lady  Ker's  Tr.,  1829,  7  S.,  464— Mar- 
chioness of  Hastings  v.  Exec,  of  M.  Hastings,  1852,  14  D.,  489.  See  on  international 
questions  regarding  deeds.  Part  ii,  b.  ii,  t.  1,  c.  12. 


^  A  party  placed  money  in  a  bank  and  took  a  deposit-receipt,  payable  to  himself  and 
his  wife,  and  the  longest  liver  of  them ;  it  was  held  that  the  deposit-receipt,  being 
neither  holograph  of  the  husband  nor  probative,  did  not  constitute  a  legacy  to  the  wife; 
Cuthill  V.  Bums,  1862,  24  D.,  849. 
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CHAPTER  XXI. — PROOF  OF  JUDICIAL  ACTS  AND  DECREES. 

§  634.  Acts  and  decrees  of  Courts  of  Law  can  be  proved  only 
by  tbe  signed  minutes  of  Court,  or  by  regular  extracts  formally 
authenticated  (a), — and  not  by  the  depositions  of  the  judge,  clerk 
of  Court,  members  of  inquest,  or  other  witnesses,  however  respect- 
able (6).  This  rule  holds  even  where  the  matter  arises  incidentally 
in  a  cause ;  as  did  objections  under  the  former  law  to  witnesses  on 
the  ground  of  infamy  (c). 

If  the  record  has  been  lost  or  destroyed,  it  may  be  restored  by 
means  of  an  action  of  proving  the  tenor ;  in  which  parole  evidence 
will  be  admitted  (d). 

How  far  judicial  records  are  probative,  as  well  as  the  competency 
of  parole  to  contradict,  add  to,  or  explain  them,  is  considered  else- 
where (c). 

Witnesses  have  been  admitted  to  prove  that  a  sum  beyond  £100 
Scots  had  been  consigned  in  Court  in  implement  of  an  order  to  that 
effect  (/).  But  the  decisions  on  the  point  (the  precise  grounds  of 
which  are  not  reported)  are  more  than  questionable. 


(a)  See  on  judicial  records  and  extracts,  Part  ii,  b.  ii,  t.  2,  c.  5,  and  t.  8,  c.  1. 

(6)  Poor  Wife  of  Bronghton  v.  M'Call,  1542,  M.,  12,264;  1  B.  Sup.,  114— Lander  v. 
Mowat,  1628, 1  B.  Snp.,  68,  262~Dick8on  i;.  Ponton,  1824,  8  Mur.,  440— Greig  v,  Ed- 
monstone,  1826,  4  lb.,  70— Smith  v.  Kobertson,  1882,  10  S.,  829— Eraser,  1889,  2  Sw., 
436.  (c)  Dean's  case,  1729,  2  Hnme,  865— MiUer  v,  Moffat,  1820,  2  Mur.,  228 

— Thomson,  1889,  Bell's  Notes,  266.  (d)  See  on  the  action  of  proving  the  tenor, 

Part  ii,  b.  ii,  t.  8,  c.  5.  {e)  See  sttpra,  §  48,  et  «eg.,  and  the  chapters  on  judicial 

reooTds  and  extracts.  Part  ii,  b.  ii,  t.  2,  c.  6,  and  t.  8,  c.  1.  (/)  Tr.  for  Bae's 

Crs.  V.  Gordon,  1794,  M.,  12,867— Applegirth  v,  Lockerby,  1671,  M.,  12,706. 


END  OF  PAKT  FIRST. 


PAET     SECOND. 

RULES    APPLICABLE    TO    THE    DIFFERENT 
INSTRUMENTS  OF  EVIDENCE. 


The  Instruments  of  Evidence — that  is,  the  sources  from  which 
Courts  of  Law  derive  information  on  matters  of  fact — are  very  nu- 
merous ;  as  are  also  the  rules  regarding  their  admissibility  and  ef- 
fect   These  rules  will  be  treated  under  the  four  following  heads: — 

I.  Written  Evidence. 
II.  Statements  and  Oaths  of  the  parties  not  being  adduced  as 

WITNESSES. 

III.  Testimony,  or  the  evidence  of  persons  adduced  as  witnesses, 

I V.  Real  Evidence,  or  evidence  derived  from  things. 
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OF  WEITTEN  EVIDENCE. 


§  635.  Written  evidence,  in  a  classification  of  the  instruments 
of  evidence,  comprehends  those  writings  which  are  prepared  for 
the  purpose  of  preserving  written  memorials  of  facts  and  transac- 
tions. It  embraces  two  great  classes  of  writings,  namely,  those 
which  are  prepared  by  the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  defining  the 
nature  and  import  of  their  transactions, — and  those  which  are  pre- 
pared by  public  officers,  as  the  pre-appointed  record  of  matters 
which  concern  the  community.  The  latter  class  includes  those 
writings  of  a  qtMsi  public  character  ;  which,  relating  to  private 
transactions,  but  aflfecting  the  interests  of  persons  who  are  not 
parties  to  them,  are  committed  by  law  to  official  care. 

The  rules  regarding  the  first  of  these  classes  of  writings  wiU 
now  be  considered. 


S 


414  STATUTES  REGARDING  THE  §  636- 


TITLE    L 


OF  PRIVATE  WRITINGS, 


CHAPTER  I.— OF  THEIR  AUTHENTICATION. 

§  636.  The  most  ancient  mode  of  authenticating  deeds  in  Scot- 
land was  by  the  sign  of  the  cross,  which  both  betokened  a  solemn 
adjuration  to  implement  the  written  contract,  and  was  viewed  as  an 
amulet  for  preserving  it  from  injury.  This  universal  symbol  was 
succeeded  by  seals  bearing  the  coats  of  arms  or  initials  of  the  par- 
ties, and  sometimes  having  "  monograms,"  or  devices  in  which  the 
letters  of  their  names  were  fancifully  combined,  and  were  usually 
united  with  the  name  of  Christ,  or  of  some  tutelary  saint  The 
presence  of  witnesses  was  not  essential  to  the  authentication  ;  but 
if  any  were  in  attendance  when  the  deed  was  executed,  the  notary 
inserted  their  names,  with  the  prefix  "  his  teatibua  ;"  and  he  was 
especially  careful  in  doing  so  if  they  were  persons  of  note,  whether 
lords  or  ladies.  The  authenticity  of  the  deed  was  ascertained  by 
comparing  the  wax  impression  with  the  party's  signet ;  and  if  the 
grantor  admitted  that  the  impression  wafl  genuine,  but  averred  that 
it  had  not  been  affixed  by  him,  he  had  to  bear  the  "  skaith,"  on  ac- 
count of  his  "  evil  keeping  "  of  his  seal  (a). 

§  637.  A  mode  of  authentication  so  rude  and  simple  gave  rise 
to  fraud.  The  evil,  and  a  partial  remedy  for  it,  appear  in  the  act 
1540,  cap.  117,  by  which  "  it  is  statute  and  ordained,  that  because 
mennis  seales  may  of  adventure  be  tint,  quhairthrow  great  hurt 
may  be  genered  to  them  that  awe  (own)  the  samin  :  And  that 
mennis  seales  may  be  feinzied  or  put  to  writinges,  after  their  de- 
cease, in  hurte  and  prejudice  of  our  soverain  lord's  lieges :  That 

(a)  1  Robs  Lee.,  128,  et  seq.^Eeg.  Mag.,  L.  8,  c.  8.  i  4,  5,  7— Maok.  Obs.  on  7  Pari. 
JamoB  V  (1640),  c.  117— Erek.,  8,  2,  7— Duff  Feud.  Con,.  4. 
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therefore  na  faith  be  given  in  time  cmnming  to  onj  obligation, 
band,  or  other  writing  under  ane  seale,  without  the  subscription  of 
him  that  awe  the  samen  and  witnesse  (6) ;  or  else,  gif  the  partie 
cannot  write,  with  the  subscription  of  ane  notar  thereto."  This  act 
was  observed  with  regard  to  the  subscription  of  the  party,  or  of  a 
notary  in  his  name ;  but  it  did  not  secure  authentication  by  the 
witnesses  (c). 

§  638.  Shortly  afterwards  came  the  act  1555,  c.  29;  which 
ordained,  on  the  pain  of  nullity,  that  all  reversions,  and  bonds  and 
obligations,  for  making,  sealing,  and  delivery  of  reversions,  should 
be  sealed  and  subscribed  by  the  grantor,  and  "  gif  he  cannot  sub- 
Bcrive,  to  subscrive  the  same  with  his  hand  led  at  the  pen  be  ane 
notar.* 

§  639.  This  mode  of  notarial  authentication  was  evidently  in- 
adequate. It  was  altered  by  the  act  1579,  cap.  80,  which  still 
regulates  the  subscription  of  deeds  by  persons  who  cannot  write. 
By  this  act  "  it  is  statute  and  ordained  that  all  contractes,  obliga- 
tiones,  reversiones,  assignationes  and  discharges  of  reversiones,  or 
eiks  thereto,  and  generallie  all  writtes  emporting  heritabil  titil,  or 
utheris  bondes  and  obligationes  of  great  importance,  to  be  maid  in 
time  cumming,  sail  be  subscrived  and  seilled  be  the  principal  par- 
ties, gif  they  can  subscrive,  utherwise  be  twa  famous  notars  befoir 
four  famous  witnesses,  denominat  be  their  special  dwelling  places, 
or  sum  other  evident  takens,  that  the  witnesses  may  be  knawen, 
being  present  at  that  time,  utherwise  the  saidis  writs  to  mak  na 
faitL" 

§  640.  Ere  long,  sealing  was  found  to  be  unnecessary  in  deeds 
which  were  formally  subscribed.  It  was  therefore  dispensed  with 
by  the  act  1584,  cap.  4,  as  a  requisite  to  any  deed  entered  in  a 
public  register  under  a  consent  to  registration.  And  after  the  pass- 
ing of  this  statute  sealing  fell  generally  into  desuetude  ;  a  change 
which,  ere  Mackenzie's  time  (1686),  had  become  "warranted  by 
micontroverted  custom"  (d). 

§  641.  A  new  security  for  the  authenticity  of  deeds  was  intro- 
duced by  the  act  1593,  c.  179 ;  which,  on  the  preamble  of  the  in- 
crease of  falsity,  especially- by  the  bodies  of  deeds  being  written  by 
"  sik  persones  as  ar  not  commounly  knawen,  and  are  not  commoun 

[h)  The  word  "witnesse  "  is  used  in  the  plural;  see  Duff  Feud.  Con.,  6— Thomson's 
ed.  of  Statutes,  vol.  2.,  p.  877,  cap.  87.  (c)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  7—1  Ross  Lee,  128  . 

—Duff  Feud  Con.,  6.  (d)  Maok.,  Obs.  on  7  Pari.  James  V  (1640),  c.  117.  1 

and  on  6  Pari.  James  VI  (1679),  c.  SO—Ersk.,  3,  2,  7. 
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notaries,  nor  bniikes  na  commoun  office,  as  writers  within  this 
reakne  ;  and,  gif  the  writer  were  knawn  the  samin  wald  give  great 
light  to  the  try  all  of  the  truth  or  the  falsed  of  the  said  WTit  and 
evident," — "  decemis  and  declaris  that  all  original  chartoures,  con- 
tractes,  obhgationes,  reversiones,  assignationes,  and  all  other  writtes 
evidentes  to  be  maid  hereafter,  sail  make  special  mention  in  tlie 
hinder  end  thereof,  before  the  inserting  of  the  witnesses  therein,  of 
the  name,  surname,  and  particular  remaining  place,  diocesie,  and 
other  denomination  of  the  writer  of  the  body  of  the  foresaid  original 
writtes  and  evidentes ;  utherwise  the  same  te  make  na  faith  in 
judgment,  nor  outwith  in  time  cumming :  And  to  begin  upon  the 
first  daye  of  November  next  to  cum." 

§  642.  Notwithstanding  these  acts,  the  Court  did  not  visit 
with  nullity  the  omission  of  the  statutory  requisites,  but  allowed 
both  the  subscriptions  and  the  designations  of  the  witnesses,  and 
the  name  and  designation  of  the  writer  to  be  supplied  by  a  conde- 
scendence and  proof  This  occasioned  the  passing  of  the  act  1681, 
c.  5,  one  of  the  most  important  statutes  in  the  law  of  Scotland.  Its 
terms  are : — 

"  Our  soveraign  Lord,  considering  that  by  the  custem  introduced 
when  writting  was  not  so  ordinary,  witnesses  insert  in  writs,  al- 
though not  subscribing,  are  probative  witnesses,  and  by  their  for- 
getfulness  may  easily  disown  their  being  witnesses.     For  remeed 
whereof,  his  Majestic,  with  advice  and  consent  of  the  estates  of 
Parliament,  doth  enact  and  declare,  that  only  subscribing  witnesses 
in  writs  to  be  subscribed  by  any  partie  hereafter,  shall  be  probative, 
and  not  the  witnesses  insert  not  subscribing  :  Ani  that  all  such 
writs  te  be  subscribed  hereafter,  wherein  the  writter  and  witnesses 
are  not  designed,  shall  be  null,  and  are  not  suppliable  by  conde- 
scending upon  the  writter  or  the  designation  of  the  writter  and  wit- 
nesses :  And  it  is  further  statute  and  declared  that  no  witness  shall 
subscribe  as  witness  te  any  partie's  subscription,  unless  he  then 
know  that  partie,  and  saw  him  subscribe,  or  saw,  or  heard  him  give 
warrand  to  a  nottar,  or  nottars,  to  subscribe  for  him,  and  in  evi- 
dence thereof,  teuch  the  nottar's  pen,  or  that  the  partie  did  at  the 
time  of  the  witnesses  subscribing  acknowledge  his  subscription  ; 
otherwise  the  saids  witnesses  shall  be  repute  and  punished  as  ac- 
cessorie  te  forgerie.     And  seeing  writting  is  now  so  ordinary,  his 
Majestic,  with  consent  foresaid,  doth  enact  and  declare  that  no  wit- 
nesses but  subscribing  witnesses  shall  be  probative  in  instruments 
of  seising,  instruments  of  resignation  ad  remanentiam,  instruments 
of  intimation  of  assignations,  translations,  or  retrocessions,  to  bands, 
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contracts,  or  other  writs ;  which  shall  happen  to  be  subscribed  in 

any  time  hereafter And  that  in  all  the  saids  cases,  the 

witnesses  be  designed  in  the  bodie  of  the  writ,  instrument,  or  exe- 
cution respective,  otherwise  the  same  shall  be  null  and  void,  and 
make  no  faith  in  judgment,  nor  outwith." 

§  643.  Originally  deeds  requiring  more  than  one  sheet  were 
written  on  rolls  of  paper  or  parchment,  the  diflferent  portions  of 
which  were  pasted  together,  and  were  generally  signed  on  the  mar- 
gin, across  the  joinings.  This  inconvenient  form  was  altered  by 
the  act  1696,  c.  15 ;  which  allows  (without  requiring)  deeds  to  be 
written  bookwise,  under  certain  regulations  for  authenticating  the 
several  sheets.  It  is  in  these  terms — "  Our  Sovereign  Lord,  under- 
standing the  great  trouble  and  inconveniency  the  lieges  are  put  to 
in  finding  out  clauses  and  passages  in  long  contracts,  decreets,  dis- 
positions, extracts,  transumpts,  and  other  securities,  consisting  of 
many  sheets  battered  together,  which  must  be  either  folded  or 
rolled  up :  Doth,  for  remeid  thereof,  with  advice  and  consent  of  the 
estates  of  Parliament,  statute  and  ordain  that  it  shall  be  free  here- 
after for  any  person  who  hath  any  contract,  decreet,  disposition,  or 
other  security  above  mentioned  to  write,  to  choose  whether  he  will 
have  the  same  written  in  sheets  battered  together  as  formerly,  or  to 
have  them  written  by  way  of  book,  in  leafs  of  paper,  either  in  folio 
or  quarto ;  providing  that,  if  they  be  written  bookways,  every  page 
be  marked  by  the  number,  first,  second,  &c.,  and  signed  as  the  mar- 
gins were  before,  and  that  the  end  of  the  last  page  make  mention 
how  many  pages  are  therein  contained ;  in  which  page  only  wit- 
nesses are  to  sign  in  writs  and  securities  where,  witnesses  are  re- 
quired by  law  ;  and  which  writs  and  securities  being  written  book- 
ways,  marked  and  signed  as  said  is,  his  Majesty,  with  consent  fore- 
said, declares  to  be  as  valid  and  formal  as  if  they  were  written  on 
several  sheets  battered  together,  and  signed  on  the  margin,  accord- 
ing to  the  present  custom." 

These  are  the  statutes  which  regulate  the  authentication  of  pri- 
vate deeds.  The  requisites  which  they  introduce,  along  with  the 
roles  of  common  law  on  the  same  subject,  will  now  be  considered 
in  detail. 

I.  Of  Naming  and  Designing  the  Parties. 
§  644.    Every  deed  ought  to  describe  the  parties  accurately  by  i 

VOL.  I.  2d 
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their  full  names  and  designations  or  additions ;  because  law  cannot 
give  effect  to  a  writing  in  which  either  the  granter  or  the  grantee 
is  uncertain.  Mr  Erskine  lays  down  that  a  deed  is  ineffectual,  if 
the  parties  are  not  so  described  in  it  as  to  be  distinguished  from  all 
others  (e).  But  this  is  too  strongly  stated ;  because  where  there 
are  several  persons  of  the  same  name  and  business  or  the  like  in 
one  place,  a  deed  granted  by  or  to  one  of  them  will  be  sustained, 
provided  it  can  be  shown  to  which  individual  the  description  ap- 
plies (/).  Even  errors  in  the  name  and  designation  of  the  grantee 
of  a  deed  have  been  overlooked,  where  enough  was  left  to  identify 
him  (gr).  Every  such  case,  indeed,  is  one  of  identification,  and 
may  be  cleared  up  by  proof  extrinsic,  as  well  as  intrinsic,  to  the 
deed  {hy 

The  practical  rule,  however,  is  to  name  and  design  the  parties 
fully  and  precisely.  The  granter  should  be  set  forth  at  the  com- 
mencement, and  the  grantee  in  the  dispositive  or  obligatory  clause. 
But  there  is  no  strict  rule  on  this  point ;  insomuch  that  a  wife's 
consent  to  her  husband's  will  was  sustained,  although  she  was  only 
mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  (i). 

11.  0/ Deeds  containing  Blanks. 

§  645.  Deeds  which  contain  blanks  in  essential  parts  are  ineffec- 
tual at  common  law ;  because  the  duty  of  a  Court  is  to  construe 
and  give  effect  to  a  party's  expressed  intention,  not  to  construct 
for  him  a  deed  which  he  failed  to  make.  What  is  a  blank  in  stA- 
stantialihus  depends  on  the  purpose  and  terms  of  each  deed. 

§  646.  Of  course  the  subject  meant  to  be  conveyed  by  a  dispo- 
sition, and  the  sum  to  be  due  under  a  bond,  are  essential  (i).  But 
if  the  deed  was  completed  in  these  particulars  when  it  was  delivered, 
it  is  valid,  although  it  was  blank  when  subscribed  (Z).      Again, 


(0  Erak.,  8,  2,  6— See  also  Tait  Ev.,  56.  (/)  See  tupra,  J  218,  et  seq. 

{g)  See  supra,  g  208^  et  seq.  (h)  This  subject  is  fally  treated  ftqfroy  }{  196, 

208,  206,  et  nq.  (t)  Johnstone  v.  Coldstream,  1843,  6  D.,  1297.    See  also  Weiis 

V.  Ralston,  22d  June  1818,  F.  0.  (k)  But  there  is  good  ground  for  chaUenging 

(with  Prof.  More,  Notes,  p.  104,  407)  the  authority  of  Coult  v.  Angus,  1794,  M.,  17,040, 
Elch.,  "  Cautioner,"  No.  18,  where  the  omission  to  repeat  the  sum  in  the  obligatory 
clause  of  a  bond  of  corroboration  was  held  to  be  fatal,  although  the  amount  was  set 
forth  distinctly  in  the  narrative,  and  by  reference  to  the  bond  which  was  meant  to  be 
corroborated.  (0  Baillie  v,  Scott,  1828,  6  S.,  1016. 


1  See  remarks  by  tlie  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglia)  in  Joel  v.  Gill,  1869,  22  D.,  12. 
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where  a  deed  is  granted  as  a  trust  for  some  special  purpose,  and  not 
to  the  grantee  simply,  blanks  in  declaring  the  trust  purposes  may 
be  fatal.  Thus  a  trust-deed  which  directed  the  trustees  to  invest 
and  accumulate  £6000  till  it  should  reach  the  sum  of  £  ,  and 

then  to  lay  it  out  in  erecting  and  maintaining  an  hospital  in  Mon- 
trose, similar  to  Eobert  Gordon's  hospital  in  Aberdeen,  for  main- 
taining, clothing,  and  educating  boys,  was  held  by  the  House 
of  Lords  to  be  inept  (m).  Yet  if  a  deed  of  this  kind  confers  on  the 
trustees  or  any  other  person  power  to  fill  in  the  items  left  blank,  it 
will  be  effectual  (n). 

§  647.  In  one  case  a  trust-deed  by  a  lady  under  voluntary  in- 
terdiction directed  her  trustees  to  pay  her  during  her  life  such  an 
annuity  as  they  should  think  reasonable,  with  power  to  them  to 
increase  or  diminish  it  as  they  should  see  cause,  but  the  amount 
not  to  exceed  £  in  any  one  year ;  which  allowance  was  to 

be  continued  to  her  heir,  subject  to  increase  and  diminution  as 
aforesaid,  but  not  to  exceed  £  yearly.     Another  purpose 

of  the  trust  was  for  establishing  a  fund  for  paying  off  the  truster's 
debts,  and  making  provision  to  her  younger  children,  whom  failing 
to  their  lawful  issue,  not  exceeding  the  simi  of  £  to  each 

child  or  issue,  with  power  to  the  trustees  to  sell  the  trust  property; 
and  if  the  price  of  it  when  sold  should  fall  short  of  paying  the  debts 
and  provisions,  and  leaving  a  reversion  of  double  the  amount  of  the 
said  sum  of  £  for  the  heir,  then  the  provisions  should  suffer 

a  proportional  diminution,  to  the  effect  that  the  heir  should  always 
have  a  reversion  or  provision  double  of  that  falling  to  each  of  the 
younger  children.  The  deed  also  directed  that  the  free  proceeds  of 
the  truster's  moveable  estate  should  be  divided  in  the  same  propor- 
tions. On  the  heritable  estate  being  sold,  the  children  of  the  heir- 
at-law  claimed  the  whole  residue  as  heritable  property.  The  Court 
were  much  divided  as  to  whether  the  trust-deed  was  effectual,  and 
ultimately  held  that  it  was,  and  that  the  trustees  had  power,  under 
sight  of  the  Court,  to  fix  the  provisions  of  the  younger  children  (o). 
This  decision  certainly  went  far  enough,  for  the  sum  which  it  found 
the  younger  children  entitled  to  may  have  greatly  exceeded  that 
which  the  truster  intended  to  insert  in  the  blank.     In  a  subsequent 

(m)  Ewen  v.  Ewen's  Tr.,  1830,  4  W.  S.,  846 ;  reversing  6  S.,  479.     See  also  Pent- 
l«id  V.  Hare,  1829,  7  S.,  640,  infra,  i  668  (/).  («)  HiU  v.  Bnms,  1824,  8  S., 

889;  aflBrmed  2  W.  S.,  80— Crichton  v.  Griorson,  1826,  4  S.,  668;  aflarmed  8  W.  S., 
829— per  Lord  Wynford  in  Ewen  v.  Ewen's  Tr.,  supra — Murray  r.  Fleming,  1749,  M., 
4075— Snodgraes  v,  Buchanan.  16th  Dec.  1806,  M.,  "  Service  of  heirs,"  Appx.,  No.  1 — 
Biown's  Tr.  ».  his  relations,  1762,  M.,  2818.  (o)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  26th  Nov. 

1818,  F.  C.    But  this  case  was  decided  before  Ewen  i;.  Ewen's  Tr.,  mpra  (m). 

2u2 
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case  a  letter  of  guarantee  to  the  amount  of  £  was  sustained, 

as  not  being  blank  in  aubatantialibuB,  but  containing  a  proposed 
limitation  which  had  been  departed  from  {p  ). 

§  648.  An  exception  to  the  rule  that  a  writing  must  be  com- 
pleted in  €88entialibu8  occurs  in  regard  to  bills.  As  the  sum  which 
can  be  filled  into  the  blank  is  limited  by  the  stamp,  a  person  who 
affixes  his  name  to  a  "skeleton  bill''  is  held  to  render  himself  liable 
for  any  sum  which  may  be  filled  in  above  his  signature,  and  which 
the  stamp  will  carry  (r). 

§  649.  Formerly  bonds  used  to  be  executed  blank  in  the  credi- 
tor's name,  and  to  be  completed  by  the  last  holder  inserting  his  own 
name  before  doing  diligence.  Such  bonds  passed  from  hand  to 
hand  without  assignation ;  they  were  secure  from  the  plea  of  com- 
pensation ;  and  their  proceeds  could  not  be  attached  by  diligence. 
In  this  way  they  afforded  facilities  for  fraudulent  preferences  by 
insolvent  persons  (t) ;  and  they  were  used  for  eluding  the  law 
against  deathbed  alienations.  Accordingly,  after  having  been  for 
some  time  discountenanced  by  the  Court,  they  were  prohibited  by 
the  act  1696,  cap.  25,  "anent  blank  bonds  and  trusts.'' 

§  650.  This  statute,  on  the  preamble  that  "the  subscribing  of 
bonds,  assignations,  and  dispositions,  and  other  deeds  blank  in  the 
name  of  the  person  in  whose  favours  they  are  granted,  Ac,  are 
occasions  of  fraud,  as  also  of  many  pleas  and  contentions,"  statuted 
and  ordained  that  "no  bonds,  assignations,  dispositions,  or  other 
deeds  be  subscribed  blank  in  the  person  or  persons'  name  in  whose 
favours  they  are  conceived,  and  that  the  foresaid  person  or  persons 
be  either  insert  before  or  at  the  subscribing,  or  at  least  in  presence 
of  the  same  witnesses  who  are  witnesses  to  the  subscribing  before 
the  delivery,  certifying  that  all  writs  otherwise  subscribed  and 
delivered  blank  as  said  is  shall  be  declared  null" — "Declaring  that 
this  act  shall  not  extend  to  the  indorsation  of  bills  of  exchange  or 
the  notes  of  any  trading  company." 

§  651.  This  act  applies  to  trust-deeds  blank  in  the  names  of 
the  trustees  (uy ;  and  to  deeds  of  entail  executed  before  the  names 

(p)  Bachanan  v.  Dickie,  1828, 6  S.,  986.  (r)  Grassick  v.  Farqnharson,  1846, 

8  D.,  1078,  and  cases  there  cited— Lyon  v.  Butter,  1841,  4  D.,  178— Smith  v.  Taylor, 
1824,  2  S.,  756.     See  infra,  i  661,  (a),  and  i  796,  et  seq. 

(t)  Stair,  8, 1,  6— Ersk.,  8,  2,  6->M.,  tfoce,  "  Blank  Bonds."  (v)  Pentland  v. 

Hare,  1829,  7  S.,  640.    But  a  blank  in  the  names  of  some  of  the  truBtees  is  not  fatal ; 


2  This  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  settled  by  the  decision  referred  to.     Perhaps  the 
beneficiaries  may  be  regarded  as  the  true  disponees ;  see  ir\fra,  §  874,  note. 
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of  the  heirs  were  filled  in  (x).  But  a  blank  in  the  name  of  a  post- 
poned heir  does  not  annul  an  entail  as  regards  heirs  nominated  be- 
fore him  (y).  At  one  time  bills  signed  blank  in  the  payee's  name 
were  held  to  come  under  the  act  1696,  cap.  25  («).  They  have  for 
a  long  time  been  sustained  on  account  of  the  exigencies  of  trade 
and  the  custom  to  use  "skeleton  bills,"  and  because  bills  come 
within  the  general  law-merchant  rather  than  the  municipal  rules  of 
individual  states  (a).  On  similar  grounds,  and  by  the  words  of  the 
exceptional  clause  in  the  statute,  documents  binding  merchants, 
manufacturers,  and  "trading  companies"  to  deliver  certain  goods 
to  the  holder  are  eflfectual,  although  the  name  of  the  grantee  is  not 
inserted  (b).^ 

see  £.  TraqnaiT  v.  Henderson,  1822, 1  S.,  527— Bobertson  v.  Ogilvie's  Tr.,  1844,  7  D., 
28&-Ric]iardBon  v.  Biggar,  1845;  8  D.,  815.  (z)  Abemethie  v.  Forbes,  1885, 

18  S.,  268— Kennedy  v.  Arbuthnot,  1722,  M.,  1681 ;  1  Roes  Ga.,  566,  S.  C. 

(y)  Abemethie  v,  Forbes,  tupra.    See  Richardson  v.  Biggar,  aupra. 

(f)  Ersk.,  8, 2, 28— Thomson  on  Bills,  52.  (a)  1  BeU's  Com.,  890— Fair  v.  Cran- 

ston, 1801,  M.,  1677— Little  and  Co.  v.  Muir,  28d  February  1808,  1  BeU's  Com.,  890— 
StiU  and  Co.  v.  GaU,  1805,  Hume  D.,  58— Dnunmond  v.  Campbell,  1818,  Hnme  D., 
71— Smith  V,  Taylor,  1824,  2  S.,  755— Lyon  v.  Butter,  1841,  4  D.,  178— Grassick  v. 
Farquharson,  1846,  8  D.,  1078.    See  i  648  (r).  (b)  Bovil  v.  Dixon,  1854, 16  D., 

619.  See  also  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  1858,  16  D.,  129 ;  and  Dimmack,  Thomson,  k 
Firmstone  v.  Dixon  in  pendente,  July  1854. 


*  Although  written  obligations  to  deliver  goods  to  the  bearer  are  not  invalid  under 
the  act  1696,  c.  25,  they  would  probably  be  held  ineffectual  at  common  law.    In  Bovil 
9.  Dixon  the  pursuer  was  the  holder  of  a  note  by  which  the  defender,  an  ironmaster, 
bound  himself  to  deliver  1000  tons  of  pig  iron  to  the  bearer.    The  defender  refused  to 
deliver  the  iron,  because  the  original  purchaser,  from  whom  the  pursuer  had  bought  the 
note,  had  not  paid  the  price,  and  was  bankrupt ;  and  the  defender  pleaded  that  he  waa 
entitled  to  retain  the  goods  in  security  of  the  price.    He  argued,  in  the  Outer  House, 
that  the  document  was  invalid  under  the  act  1696,  c.  25 ;  this  plea  was  repelled  by 
Lord  Rutherfurd,  and  was  not  renewed  in  the  Inner  House,  where  the  validity  of  the 
document  seems  to  have  been  taken  for  granted,  and  where  the  case  was  decided  in 
favour  of  the  pursuer,  on  the  ground  that  the  grantor  could  not  plead  retention  against 
a  botta  fide  and  onerous  holder.    In  Mackenzie  v.  Dunlop,  nqfra,  in  which  the  pursuer 
was  holder  of  a  similar  note  granted  by  the  defender,  the  point  discussed  was  whether 
the  defender  was  bound  to  deliver  iron  of  a  particular  description — he  admitted  his 
obligation  to  deliver  iron,  but  a  question  was  raised  as  to  the  kind  of  iron  to  be  deli- 
vered.    But  in  Dimmack,  Thomson  and  Firmstone  tr.  Dixon,  where  the  document 
founded  on  was  of  the  same  kind,  the  scope  and  effect  of  the  act  1696,  c.  25,  were  very 
carefiiUy  considered  by  the  whole  Court,  and  all  the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the 
document  was  not  invalid  under  that  act.    It  was  thought  that  the  act  regarded  mainly 
documents  requiring  formal  authentication ;  and,  besides,  that  a  document  payable  to 
the  bearer  was  not  blank  in  the  name  of  the  creditor,  because  there  was  no  blank  left 
for  the  creditor's  name,  and  because  the  creditor  was  sufficiently  described  and  identified 
as  the  bearer  of  the  document ;  the  document  was  complete  when  it  was  issued,  whereas 
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§  662.     A  deed  will  not  be  held  blank  in  the  grantee's  name  on 
account  of  the  granter  not  specifying  the  individual  whom  he  means 


the  writings  referred  to  in  the  act  were  writings  meant  to  be  completed  afterwards  by 
filling  in  the  name  of  the  grantee.  Lord  Curriehill  thought  that  the  act  did  not  apply ; 
because  it  was  one  of  those  statutes  which  render  the  observance  of  solemnities  neces- 
sary in  framing  written  instruments,  from  the  operation  of  which  enactments  his  Lord- 
ship held  that  all  writings  granted  in  mercantile  transactions  were  exempt.  Others  of 
the  judges,  however,  were  of  opinion  that  the  question  in  the  case  was  not  as  to  the 
form  of  execution  of  the  document,  and  that,  except  as  regarded  form  of  execution,  writ- 
ings m  re  mereatoria  were  in  no  different  position  from  other  writings.  But  while  the 
Court  were  unanimous  in  holding  that  the  act  1696  did  not  apply,  there  was  consider- 
able difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  the  document  at  common  law.  The  ma- 
jority of  the  Court  saw  no  illegality  in  the  document.  But  liords  Ivory,  Deas  and 
Neaves  thought  a  document  of  the  kind  invalid ;  and  observed  that  if  it  were  sustained, 
such  notes  might  be  issued  in  every  trade,  and  a  species  of  currency  created  which  the 
law  did  not  recognise ;  Dimmack,  1856,  18  D.,  428. 

The  case  of  Dimmack  was  compromised ;  but  Bovil  v.  Dixon  went  to  the  House  of 
Lords,  where  it  was  again  decided  in  favour  of  the  pursuer,  but  on  the  special  ground 
that,  by  the  correspondence  and  dealings  which  had  taken  place  between  the  pursuer 
and  the  defender,  the  defender  had  come  under  obligation  to  deliver  th<'  iron  to  the 
pursuer.  But  the  principle  of  the  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Session  was  not  affirmed 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  On  the  contrary,  the  Lord  ChanceUor  (Cranworth)  took  oocasion 
to  say  that  he  held  the  document  to  bo  invalid.  His  Lordship  observed  that  the  effect 
of  such  a  document,  if  valid,  was  to  give  a  floating  right  of  action  to  any  person  who 
might  become  possessed  of  it,  which  could  not  be  tolerated  by  the  law,  either  of 
Scotland  or  England.  The  only  cases  in  which  such  an  action  could  be  sustained  were 
those  of  bills  of  exchange  cmd  promissory-notes,  depending  on  the  law-merchant  in  the 
case  of  bills  of  exchange,  and  on  the  statute  of  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  i  86,  in  the  case  of 
promissory-notes ;  no  evidence  was  given  of  mercantile  usage  as  to  such  documents. 
The  rule  preventing  such  actions  was  by  no  means  of  a  technical  nature,  but  a  rule 
founded  on  extremely  good  sense.  In  Scotland  as  well  as  in  England  it  was  a  good 
defence  to  show  illegality  of  consideration,  such  as  turpit  causa;  it  was  the  policy  of 
tlie  law  to  preserve  such  defences  intact.  But  this  principle  would  be  entirely  defeated 
if  a  contracting  party  could  make  a  floating  contract  enforceable  by  bearer,  who  might 
be  a  stranger  to  the  contract.  Bills  of  exchange  had  been  made  an  exception  for  the 
convenience  of  trade,  but  that  exception  was  not  to  be  extended ;  that  it  required  a  sta- 
tute to  make  promissory-notes  transferable  by  indorsation,  showed  that  there  was  no 
Huch  general  privilege  of  such  documents  at  common  law.  Independently  of  the  law- 
merchant  and  of  positive  statute,  within  neither  of  which  classes  these  scrip  notes  were 
included,  the  law  did  not,  either  in  Scotland  or  in  England,  enable  any  man,  by  a  writ- 
ten engagement,  to  give  a  floating  right  of  action  at  the  suit  of  any  one  into  whose 
hands  the  writing  might  come,  and  who  might  thus  acquire  a  right  of  action  better  than 
the  right  of  him  under  whom  he  derived  his  title.— Bovil  v.  Dixon,  1866,  8  Macqueen,  I, 
13.  This  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords  wiis  subsequent  to  the  judgment  in  the  Court 
of  Session  in  the  case  of  Dimmack.  In  a  later  case,  iron-masters  granted  a  written 
obligation  to  deliver  certain  tons  of  iron,  payment  being  acknowledged  by  tho  docu- 
ment, to  the  order  of  a  party  named  ;  ho  blank  indorsed  this  document,  and  the  holder, 
a  bank,  sued  the  p:ranters,  who  pleaded  a  counter  claim  against  the  person  to  whom  they 
had  originally  sold  the  iron.     The  question  was  whether  the  right  to  demand  dclivcrj 
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to  favour,  provided  he  deputes  another  person  to  name  him  (c). 
Thus  a  disposition  to  the  grantor's  wife  in  liferent,  and  any  relation 
whom  she  might  name  in  fee.  was  sustained  in  favour  of  the  indi- 
vidual nominated  by  her  (d)  ;  and  a  deed  of  settlement  conveying 
heritage  to  G.  B.  and  the  heirs  of  his  body  or  assignees,  "whom 
failing,  to  such  of  my  mother's  relations  as  my  friend  M.  shall  ap- 
point by  a  writing  under  her  hand,"  was  held  effectual  in  favour  of 
the  persons  whom  she  appointed  (e). 

§  653.  The  peremptory  injunction  of  the  statute,  that  the  names 
of  the  grantees  be  "either  insert  before  or  at  the  subscribing,  or  at 
least  in  presence  of  the  same  witnesses  to  the  subscribing  before 
the  delivery,"  strikes  at  a  deed  which  is  filled  up  in  compliance 
with  the  grantor's  directions  contained  in  a  separate  writing,  but 
without  the  presence  of  the  witnesses.  Thus  where  the  friends  of 
a  Scottish  proprietor  residing  in  India  transmitted  to  him  both  a 
trust-deed,  in  which  the  names  of  the  trustees  and  the  trust  pur- 
poses were  filled  up,  and  a  skeleton  deed  in  the  same  form,  but 
blank  in  these  particulars ;  and  where  the  blank  copy  was  signed 
by  the  grantor  and  returned  with  letters  stating  his  approbation  of 
it«  terms,  but  the  other  copy  did  not  come  to  light ;  and  where  the 
conveyancer  who  had  prepared  the  deeds  filled  into  the  skeleton 
copy  the  names  and  trust  purposes  which  had  been  inserted  in  the 
dapUcato,  the  Court  held  that  the  deed  was  ineffectual  both  by  the 
act  1696  and  at  common  law  (/).     Thus  also  where  a  deed  of  set- 


(c)  See  wpra,  i  646.  (d)  Murray  v,  Fleming,  1749,  M.,  4076. 

(e)  Snodgraas  o.  Buchanan,  1806,  M.,  "  Service  of  Heirs,"  App.,  No.  1. 
(/)  PenUand  v.  Hare,  1829,  7  S.,  640.    The  party  founding  on  the  deed  was  allowed 
an  opportunity  to  prove  the  tenor  of  the  missing  duplicate ;  but  he  failed  to  do  bo. 


of  the  iron  was  carried  by  the  blank  indorsation.  The  pursuer  pleaded  usage  of  trade ; 
and  Lord  Handyside  (Ordinary)  found  that  an  assignation  was  not  necessary  for  its  trans- 
ference, but  that,  as  a  document  in  re  mercatoriay  it  was  transferable  according  to  the 
usage  and  practice  of  trade.  This  interlocutor,  which  was  pronounced  before  the  judg- 
ment in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Bovil  v.  Dixon,  was  recalled  in  hoe  ttatu.  When  the 
case  was  taken  to  the  Inner  House  at  a  subsequent  stage,  it  appeared  to  the  Court  that 
the  doeoment  in  question  had  not  originated  in  a  sale,  but  had  been  got  up  as  the 
basis  of  s  security,  and  thus  could  not  be  regarded  as  a  writ  in  re  meretUoria^  and  on 
that  ground  the  Court  held  that  it  had  not  been  duly  transferred  to  the  pursuers ; 
the  tranamissibility  of  such  a  document  by  indorsation  was  therefore  not  decided ;  the 
remarka  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  Bovil  v.  Dixon,  however,  seem  as  applicable  to  such 
a  document  as  to  a  written  obligation  to  deliver  goods  to  the  bearer ;  Commercial  Bank 
of  ScoUand  v.  Kinnaird,  1869,  21  D.,  864;  31  Scot.  Jul-.,  478.  Bills  of  lading  may  be 
taken  in  favour  of  the  bearer,  and  may  be  transferred  by  a  blank  indorsation ;  Bell's 
Prin.,  5  417—18  and  19  Vict.,  o.  111. 
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tlement  destined  certain  estates  to  A  B  and  the  heirs  of  his  body, 
whom  failing  to  ;  and  the  grantor,  five  days  after  sub- 

scribing the  deed,  signed  before  a  different  set  of  witnesses  a  docquet 
which  was  appended  to  the  deed,  and  which  mentioned  who  the 
granter  wished  should  be  inserted  as  substitutes ;  and  where  the 
deed  was  completed  accordingly,  the  Court  held  that  it  "had  not 
been  filled  up  in  terms  of  the  act  1696,  and  must  therefore  still 
be  looked  on  as  blank  in  the  substitution ;"  but  they  sustained 
the  docquet  as  an  independent  deed  of  substitution  in  favour  of  the 
person  named  in  it  (gr). 

In  another  case,  where  a  deed  of  entail  contained  a  destination 
to  certain  heirs,  "whom  failing  to  such  other  person  or  persons" 
as  the  granter  should  name  by  a  writing  imder  his  hand;  and 
where,  on  the  day  on  which  he  signed  the  deed,  and  in  his  holo- 
graph letter  transmitting  it  to  his  agent  to  be  completed,  the  gran- 
ter directed  him  to  insert  a  certain  name  into  the  blank  which  had 
been  left  for  it,  and  that  was  done  accordingly, — ^the  Court  sustained 
the  deed  as  effectual  to  the  heirs  standing  before  the  heir  so  nom- 
inated, but  waived  deciding  on  the  validity  of  his  nomination  (A). 
The  point  is  attended  with  considerable  diflSculty. 

§  654.  If  ocular  inspection  shows  that  the  grantee's  name  was 
originally  blank  (as  where  it  is  in  a  different  handwriting  from  the 
rest  of  the  deed),  or  if  the  testing  clause  mentions  that  such  is  the 
fact,  without  stating  that  the  blank  was  filled  up  in  terms  of  the 
act  1696,  the  party  founding  on  the  deed  will  have  to  prove  that 
it  was  duly  completed  (i)  ;  and  if  the  deed  is  challenged  on  the 
head  of  deathbed,  he  will  require  to  show  that  it  was  completed 
while  the  granter  was  in  liege  poustie  (k).  But  where  the  testing 
clause  mentions  that  the  blanks  were  filled  up  at  subscribing  or  in 
presence  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses,  before  delivery,  the  deed 
is  probative ;  and  the  challenger  must  bear  the  burden  of  proving 
that  the  statute  was  not  observed  (I), 


(ff)  Kennedy  v.  Arbuthnot,  1722,  M.,  1681 ;  1  Rose  Ga.,  666,  S.  G.  The  sabetitute 
therefore  acquired  the  estate  indirectly  through  the  heir-at-law  of  the  previous  grantee-, 
instead  of  taking  it  directly  under  the  principal  deed.  (A)  Abemethie  v.  Forbes, 

1886,  18  S.,  268.  (i)  Donaldson  v.  Donaldson,  1749,  M.,  9080;  6  B.  Sup.,  286. 

But  see  Ersk.,  8,  2,  6.  The  cases  of  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1746,  M.,  11,669,  and  Ruddi- 
man  v.  Merchant  Maiden  Hosp.,  1746,  M.,  11,662,  referred  to  by  Erskine,  related  to 
writings  dated  before  the  act  1696.  (k)  Livingstone  v,  Nairn,  1702,  M.,  12,282 

—Cairns  v.  Garrock's  Crs.,  1742,  M.,  1678.  See  Bimies  v.  L.  Polmaise,  1678.  M.,  8242 
— Pennycook  v.  Thomson,  1687,  M.,  8248.  (I)  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1746.  M., 

11,669.     See  Johnstone  v.  Coldstream,  1843,  5  D.,  1297. 
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III.   What  part  of  the  Deed  should  be  Signed, 

§  655.  Deeds  signed  by  the  sovereign  are  superscribed  with  the 
royal  sign-manual  and  subscribed  by  an  officer  of  state.  But  in  all 
deeds  by  subjects  the  proper  place  for  authentication  is  at  the  foot 
of  the  writing ;  and  when  they  consist  of  more  than  one  page,  each 
ought  to  be  signed  in  this  way.  The  act  of  authentication  is  not 
complete  till  the  party  has  signed  the  last  page ;  and,  therefore,  if 
he  fails  to  do  so,  the  deed  is  inchoate  and  null,  although  the  failure 
arose  from  accident  or  weakness,  and  not  from  altered  intention  (m). 
Whether  holograph  writings  unsubscribed  are  effectual  is  considered 
afterwards. 

§  656.  The  practice  of  subscribing  before  the  testing  clause  is 
completed  sometimes  occasions  difficulty  in  filling  in  that  part  of 
the  deed  above  the  signatures.  In  one  case  of  a  disposition  of  heri- 
tage executed  by  an  illiterate  person,  where  the  testing  clause  was 
closely  crowded  and  was  written  in  a  much  smaller  character  than 
the  rest  of  the  deed ;  a  part  of  it  being  parallel  to,  and  a  small  part 
rather  below,  the  grantor's  signature,  although  above  those  of  the 
witnesses ;  and  where  some  words  of  style  in  the  clause  were  on 
erasure ; — there  being  no  doubt  of  the  genuineness  of  the  subscrip- 
tion and  attestation,  the  Court  sustained  the  deed  (n). 

§  657.  As  already  mentioned,  deeds  consisting  of  more  than  one 
sheet  used  to  be  written  on  rolls  of  paper  or  parchment,  the  several 
sheets  being  pasted  together.  They  were  subscribed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  authentication  as  completed  deeds,  and  were  signed  across 
the  joinings  to  prevent  fraud  by  way  of  interpolation.  But  the 
want  of  sidescription  (which  was  not  a  statutory  solemnity)  was 
overlooked,  where  fraud  did  not  appear  (o)  ;  and  deeds  by  several 
persons  have  been  sustained,  where  only  one  signed  the  margins  (  p). 
It  was  not  unusual  for  such  deeds  to  conclude  with  a  clause  autho- 
rising one  of  the  parties  to  sidescribe  as  for  the  whole  of  them  (r).* 


(«)  Hopkins  v,  D.  Athd,  1728,  M.,  16,94a-DempBter  v,  Willison,  1799,  M.,  16,947 
— Moncrieff  t>.  Monypenny,  1710,  M.,  16,986;  affd.,  Rob.  Ap.,  27— Right  v.  Price,  1779, 
1  Doug.,  241.    See  infra,  §  669.  (n)  Dury  v,  Dury,  1768,  M.,  16,986 ;  Elch., 

"  Writ,"  No.  27,  S.  C.  (o)  Erek.,  3,  2, 14— Tait,  70— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  8— 

Ferguam  v,  Burnet,  1748,  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  22— Dunbar  v.  M'DowaU,  1702,  4  B. 
Sup.,  624— Sim  v.  Donaldaon,  1708,  M.,  16,807,  16,718.  Conira,  Maodonald  v.  Mac- 
donald,  1714,  M.,  16,808.  (/?)  Ogilyie  v.  Findlater,  1674,  M.,  16,804— Patou'a 

Cre.,  1711,  M.,  16,807.  (r)  Sclater  v,  Clyne,  1881,  9  S.,  248  (affd.  on  another 


^  See  Galbraith  v,  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Bank,  House  of  Lords,  1869,  81  So.  Jur. 
426. 
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§  658.  The  present  shape  of  deeds  was  introduced  by  the  act 
1696,  c.  15 ;  which,  after  narrating  the  inconvenience  of  the  old 
form,  makes  it  "free  for  any  person  who  hath  any  contract,  decreet, 
disposition,"  4c.,  "to  choose  whether  he  will  have  the  same  written 
in  sheets  battered  together  as  formerly,  or  to  have  them  written  by 
way  of  book,"  "providing  (inter  alia)  that  in  the  latter  case  eveiy 
page  be  signed  as  the  margins  were  before,"  only  the  last  page  be- 
ing signed  by  the  witnesses.  Deeds  written  bookwise  and  authen- 
ticated in  terms  of  the  statute  are  declared  as  valid  as  those  in  the 
old  form. 

§  659.  The  words  "as  the  margins  were  before"  have  been  read 
as  limiting  and  explaining  the  general  enactment,  so  that  a  deed 
written  on  several  pages  of  one  sheet  is  valid,  although  signed  only 
on  the  last  («)*;  and  an  execution  was  sustained  which  consisted 
of  more  than  one  sheet,  one  page  (containing  nothing  material)  not 
being  signed  by  the  messenger,  and  another  not  by  the  appraisers  {(). 
Whether  this  rule  of  construction  will  protect  a  deed  consisting  of 
several  sheets,  but  signed  only  once  on  each  sheet,  instead  of  on 
each  page,  has  not  been  decided. 

A  deed  consisting  of  several  sheets,  signed  by  a  consenter  only 
on  the  last  page,  is  not  binding  upon  him  (w). 

IN.  Of  Subscription  by  persona  who  can  ivrite, 

§  660.  It  has  already  been  mentioned  that  in  olden  times  per- 
sons unable  to  read  or  write  authenticated  deeds  by  a  cross,  and 
afterwards  by  a  seal.  The  subsequent  statutes  upon  the  subject  are 
confined  to  the  authentication  of  deeds,  leaving  it  to  be  determined 
upon  the  facts  of  each  case,  whether  a  deed  bearing  the  legal  solem- 
nities was  truly  consented  to  and  signed.  They  distinguish  only 
two  classes  of  persons,  namely,  those  who  can,  and  those  who  cannot, 
write.  As  the  best  authentication  is  the  partjr's  own  subscription, 
the  act  1540,  cap.  117  (x),  ordained  all  who  could  write  to  execute 
their  deeds  in  that  way;  while  it  appointed  those  who  could  not  write 
to  use  the  hand  of  a  notary.      The  act  1579,  c.  80  (y),  repeated  the 


lK)int,  5  W.  8.,  625).  («)  Smith  v.  Bank  of  ScoUand,  4th  July  1816,  F.  C.- 

Williamson V.  Williaradon,  1742,  M.,  16,938  ;  16,965 ;  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  13,  S.  C. 

(t)  Peter  v.  Ross,  1795,  M.,  16,957.  («)  BothweUs  v.  E.  Home,  1747.  M., 

16.811.  (j)  Quoted  mpra,  g  637.  (y)  Quoted  supra,  §  639. 


^  Robinson  v.  Wittemborg.  1860.  23  D..  181. 
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rale  as  to  the  former  class,  and  required  the  latter  to  subscribe  by 
two  notaries  before  four  witnesses. 

§  661.  If  a  person  can  only  sign  his  name,  however  rudely,  he 
ought  to  authenticate  his  deeds  with  his  own  hand,  although  he 
may  be  unable  to  read  them  («).  Nay  more,  a  blind  person  who 
can  sign  his  name  is  one  who  can  write  in  the  sense  of  the  statutes, 
and  who  ought  to  sign  with  his  own  hand  (a)  ;  but,  if  he  chooses, 
he  may  execute  his  deeds  notarially  (6).  A  blind  person's  deed 
executed  in  either  form  and  properly  attested,  is  probative ;  and,  as 
afterwards  noticed,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  deed  be  read  over  to 
him  before  subscription  (c). 

§  662.  None  of  the  statutes  defines  the  term  subscription,  which 
18  therefore  regulated  by  custom  and  common  law.  Originally  it 
was  by  a  monogram,  as  already  noticed  (rf). 

A  peer  subscribes  by  his  title  without  his  christian  name ;  using 
only  his  highest  title,  unless  there  be  special  occasion  for  signing 
by  an  inferior  one  (e).  A  peer's  wife,  who  is  not  a  peeress  in  her 
own  right,  subscribes  by  her  husband's  title,  with  her  christian  name 
or  initials  prefixed.  Peeresses  in  their  own  right  also  generally 
sign  in  this  way,  although  they  may  use  their  titles  alone. 

English  and  Irish  bishops  of  the  Established  Church  sign  by 
their  christian  names  or  initials,  prefixed  to  the  names  of  their  sees. 
But  bishops  of  other  churches,  not  having  legal  territories,  have 
not  this  privilege  (/). 

The  eldest  sons  of  aU  peers  except  barons  (although  coming 
under  the  prohibition  of  the  act  1672,  noticed  below)  have  by  long 
costom  been  allowed  to  sign  with  their  courtesy  titles  (gr). 

§  663.  AU  persons,  except  those  above  enumerated,  ought  to 
subscribe  by  their  christian  names  or  initials,  with  their  surnames  at 
length.    The  custom  of  calling  landed  proprietors  by  the  names  of 


(2)  Wilaon  v.  Baebum,  1800,  Hume  D.,  912.  A  subflc^ption  may  be  all  written  in 
capital  letters;  Crosbie  v.  Picken,  1760,  M.,  16,814;  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  25. 

[a)  E.  Fife  v,  E.  Fife's  Trustees,  1828,  1  Sh.  Ap.,  498,  fully  noted  mfra,  §  686— 
Kerr  v.  Hotchkis,  1837,  16  S.,  988— Coutts  r.  Straiten,  1681,  M.,  12,601 ;  6842— over- 
raHng  Falconer  v.  Arbuthnot,  1761,  M.,  16,817 ;  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  26. 

(6)  Reid  v,  Baxter,  1840,  13  S.,  1068 ;  16  S.,  273  and  994 ;  affd.,  1  Rob.  App.  Ca., 
<>6.  The  docquet  in  this  case  merely  stated  that  the  grantor  "  from  defect  of  sight  or 
(timness  of  vision,  cannot  see  to  read  clearly,  as  he  asserts."  (c)  Infra,  §  686. 

{d)  /Stfjwa,  J  686.  (c)  Till  the  16th  century  peers  used  often  to  prefix  their 

christian  names ;  Tait  Ev..  66.  (/)  See  14  and  16  Vict.,  c.  60. 

is)  Their  proper  designations  are  in  this  form,  "  The  Honourable  William  Henry 
Scott,  commonly  called  the  Earl  of  Dalkeith." 
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their  estates  led  to  their  signing  by  these  alone,  like  peers.  This  usur- 
pation of  a  lordly  privilege  occasioned  the  introduction  of  a  clarase 
into  the  act  1672,  c.  21,  "  concerning  the  privileges  of  the  oflSce  of 
Lypn  King  at  Arms ;"  by  which  only  noblemen  and  bishops  are 
allowed  to  sign  by  their  titles ;  and  all  other  persons  are  ordaised 
to  "subscribe  their  christian  names  or  the  initial  letter  thereof, 
with  their  surnames,  and  may,  if  they  please,  adject  the  designa- 
tions of  their  lands,  prefixing  the  word  ofU)  the  said  designations." 
As  the  object  of  the  act  was  not  to  secure  the  authentication  of 
deeds,  and  as  its  sanction  is  punishment  of  the  offender,  and  not 
nullity  of  the  writing,  deeds  signed  in  this  way  are  held  to  be  effec- 
tual (A). 

§  664.  If  the  subscription  to  a  deed  is  genuine,  and  can  rea- 
sonably be  regarded  a«  representing  the  party's  name,  it  will  be 
sustained,  although  it  is  faulty  both  in  spelling  and  penman- 
ship (J). 

§  665.  The  object  of  the  statutes  which  enjoin  subscription— 
namely  to  require  an  authentication  which  it  would  be  difficult  to 
fabricate — is  in  a  great  measure  defeated  where  parties  sign  merely 
with  their  initials.  Indeed,  one  who  can  only  scrawl  two  or  three 
letters  can  hardly  be  called  a  person  who  "can  subscribe"  0)- 
The  act  1672,  c.  21  (A),  also,  seems  to  forbid  subscription  by  the 
initials  of  both  name  and  surname.  But  uniform  practice,  com- 
mencing when  writing  was  not  a  common  accomplishment,  has 
settled  the  validity  of  deeds  signed  by  initials  (l) ;  the  act  1672 
being  considered  as  merely  demonstrating  the  proper  mode  of  sub- 
scription by  commoners,  as  contrasted  with  signature  by  the  names 
of  their  lands.  There  seem  to  be  no  exceptions  as  to  the  deeda 
which  may  be  validly  signed  by  initials.  Bonds  (m),  discharges  (»), 
leases  (o),  assignations  (^),  and  contracts  of  service  (r),  have  been 
sustained  when  so  authenticated ;  and  although  it  has  been  doubted 
whether  heritage  could  be  carried  by  a  deed  signed  in  this  way  («)» 
there  is  no  principle  or  authority  for  the  distinction. 

(A)  Gordon  v.  Murray,  1766,  M.,  16,818.  (»')  See  Perryman  v.  M'Clymont, 

1852,  14  D.,  608 ;  compared  with  Din  v.  Gillies,  18th  June  1812,  noted  in  Weiis  r. 
Ralston,  22d  June  1818,  F.  C— M'Callj  v,  Inglis,  1821,  1  S.,  69— See  wpra  {z), 

{J)  1679,  c.  80,  mpra,  §  689.  {k)  Supra,  §  663.  (0  Gases  in  Mow- 

ing notes.  (m)  Piery  v.  Ramsay,  1628,  M.,  16,801 — Houston  v,  Houston,  16SI, 

M.,  ib.— L.  Culterallers  v.  Chapman,  1667,  M.,  16,808.  (n)  Grieison  «. 

Grierson,  1688,  M.,  16,802.  (o)  E.  Traquair  v.  Gibson,  1724,  M.,  16,809. 

(p)  Coutts  V.  Straiton,  1681,  M.,  16,804.  (r)  Forrest  v.  Marshall,  1701,  M., 

16,806.  («)  Crosbie  v.  Pickon,  1749,  M.,  16.814~Confra,  Ker  v.  Gibson,  1698, 

M.,  16,805— Weirs  i-.  Ralston,  22d  June  1813.  F.  C. 
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§  666.  But  a  deed  signed  by  initials,  although  not  null,  is  not 
probative,  like  one  which  bears  a  full  subscription ;  and  it  will  not 
receive  effect,  unless  its  authenticity  is  proved  (jt).  Accordingly,  a 
deed  subscribed  in  this  way  is  not  eflTectual  as  a  warrant  for  summary 
diligence,  and  cannot  be  enforced  without  an  action  (u).  In  seve- 
ral cases  proof  of  the  party's  custom  to  sign  by  initials  was  re- 
quired (x).  But  such  evidence,  although^highly  important,  espe- 
cially if  the  instrumentary  witnesses  are  dead,  is  not  indispensable ; 
for  the  first,  as  well  as  the  last,  of  a  number  of  deeds  signed  by  the 
person  in  this  way  ought  to  receive  effect  (y),  A  more  important 
circumstance  is  the  party's  recognition  or  adoption  of  the  writing. 
Every  fact,  however,  which  bears  on  the  issue  whether  the  deed  is 
genuine  must  be  taken  into  view,  as  each  case  depends  on  the  whole 
evidence  adduced  before  the  jury  upon  the  point. 

§  667.  A  deed  signed  by  a  cross  or  mark  is  null ;  as  a  person 
who  can  only  authenticate  deeds  in  that  way  is  one  who  "  cannot 
subscribe  "  («).  This  is  also  the  rule  where  the  marks  are  intended 
for  the  part/s  name  or  initials,  but  do  not  resemble  them  (a).  Cus- 
tom and  favour  to  conamerce  have  excepted  from  this  rule  docu- 
ments in  re  mercatoria,  e,g,,  mandates  (6),  docquets  to  accounts  (c), 
and  (what  are  even  more  important)  bills  and  promissory-notes  (d); 
all  which  documents  have  frequently  been  sustained  when  authenti- 
cated merely  by  a  cross  or  mark  (e).  It  is  usual  for  the  mark  to  be 
attested  by  witnesses,  especially  in  bills  (/).     But  this,  although 


(0  Erek.,  8,  2,  8— Tait  Ev.,  66— M'llwraith  v.  M'Mickin,  1786,  M.,  16,820--Carra- 
way  V,  Ewing,  1611,  M.,  16,802.  (u)  Erek.,  8,  2,  8— Tait,  67 ;  117— Monro  v. 

Monro,  1820,  Hume  D.,  81.  (z)  Piery  v.  Ramsay,  1628,  M.,  16,801— L.  Cul- 

tenOleiB  v.  Chapman,  1667,  M.,  16,808— Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1670,  2  B.  Sup.,  47&- 
CoattB  V.  Stndton,  1681,  M.,  16,804— Ker  v.  Gibson,  1698,  M.,  16,805— Forrest  v.  Mar- 
shall, 1701,  M.,  ib.— Meek  v.  Dunlop,  1707,  M.,  16,806— Thomson  v,  SheiU,  1727,  M., 
16,810.  (y)  Houston  v.  Houston,  1681,  M.,  16,801— Grieison  o.  Grierson,  1688, 

M^  16,802— Galloway  t>.  Thomson,  1688,  M.,  16,805— E.  Traqnair  v,  Gibson,  1724,  M., 
16,809— Alexander,  1755,  5  B.  Sup.,  829-M*nwraith  v.  M*Mickin,  1785,  M.,  16,820— 
Shepherd  v,  Innes,  1760,  M.,  16,818— Weirs  v.  Ralston,  22d  June  1818,  F.  G. 

(f)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  8— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  11— Tait,  68— Graham  v,  M'Leod,  1848,  11  D., 
178.  (a)  Din  o.  Gillies,  18th  June  1812,  noted  in  Weirs  v.  Ralston,  22d  June 

1818,  P.  C— M*Cally  v,  Inglis.  1821, 1  S.,  69,  compared  with  Parryman  v.  M*Clymont, 
1862, 14  D.,  508.  (b)  Bryan  v.  Murdoch,  1824,  8  S.,  282;  affirmed  2  W.  S.,  568. 

(c)  Watson  v.  Hamilton,  1824,  8  Mur.,  484.  (d)  Cases  in  notes  (/),  (ff). 

(0  The  party's  name  is  usually  written  by  some  person  to  identify  the  mark,  thus— 
John  +  Brown.  (/)  Brown  v.  Johnstone,  1662,  M.,  16,802— Same  parties, 

1669,  M.,  16,808;  1  B.  Sup.,  579— Cockbum  v,  Gibson,  8th  Dec.  1815,  F.  C— 
M'Dongall  v.  OUphant,  1766,  Hailes,  85. 
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highly  useful,  is  not  indispensable  (g).  The  indorsation  to  a  de- 
posit-receipt  may  be  signed  by  a  mark  (y*).* 

§  668.  Of  course  a  document,  even  in  re  mercatoria,  when 
signed  in  this  way,  does  not  warrant  summary  diligence.  It  is 
merely  a  ground  of  action ;  the  party  who  founds  on  it  being  bound 
to  prove  its  authenticity  (A). 

§  669.  The  act  of  a\ithentication,  in  order  to  be  effectual,  must 
be  completed ;  because  until  it  has  been,  the  deed  is  inchoate  ss 
proof  of  the  party's  purpose.  Accordingly,  while  a  deed  which  a 
person  meant  to  sign  by  initials  is  valid  (i),  yet  if,  intending  t<i 
write  his  name  at  length,  he  stopped  before  finishing  it,  the  deed  is 
null  (k).  This  was  held  where  a  person  on  deathbed  directed  a  will 
to  be  prepared  in  certain  terms,  and  after  having  it  read  over  to 
him,  commenced  to  sign  it,  but  became  so  weak  that  he  could  onlj 
write  the  three  first  letters  of  his  name  (Z).  So,  in  another  case, 
where  Greorge  Moncrieff,  -after  subscribing  "  George  Mon "  to  hifi 
will,  became  unable  to  finish  his  signature,  upon  which  the  law- 
agent  who  had  prepared  the  deed  (but  who  was  not  a  notary)  led 
his  hand  through  the  remaining  letters,  the  Court  reduced  the  deed, 
some  of  the  judges  calling  it  "  an  abortive  embryo  that  never  ar- 
rived at  maturity  or  perfection  "  (m).  In  neither  of  these  cases  was 
there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  the  party  had  altered  his  intention 
after  commencing  to  subscribe  ;  but  the  deeds  were  in  the  condition 
of  those  which  a  person  fully  intended  to  execute,  but  died  before 
completing. 

§  670.  The  case  last  cited  strongly  illustrates  another  rule  of 
authentication,  namely,  that,  both  by  the  statute  above  noticed  and 
by  common  law,  it  is  fatal  to  a  subscription  that  the  party's  hand 


{g)  Ker  v.  Riddell,  1808,  Hume  D.,  50— Craigie  v.  Soobie,  1882, 10  S.,  510— Brown 
V.  Johnstone,  tupra — Kennedy  v.  Watson,  25th  May  1816,  F.  C,  compared  with  Stewart 
V,  Russell,  11th  July  1815,  F.  0.    See  also  M'llrioch  v.  M*Intyre,  2d  Dec.  1826,  P.  C. 

(0*)  Forbes'  Exrs.  v.  Western  Bank,  1858,  16  D.,  243  ;  807.  (A)  Cockbnm 

V.  Gibson,  mpra — M'llrioch  v.  M'lntyre,  tupra — Monro  v.  Monro,  1820,  Hume  D.,  81— 
Graigie  v.  Scobie,  supra — Stewart  v.  Russell,  supra,  (i)  Supra,  §  665. 

(k)  See  n</mi,  i  655.  (Z)  Hopkins  v.  D.  Athol,  1728,  M.,  15,940. 

(m)  Moncrieff  o.  Monypenny,  1710,  M.,  15,986;  affirmed,  Rob.,  26.  See  a  similsr 
case,  Allan  v.  Blair,  1685, 2  B.  Sup.,  58,  where  one  of  the  grounds  of  reduction  of  a  bond 
was  that  a  notary  had  led  the  granter*s  hand  through  part  of  the  subscription. 


^  No  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange  made  after  81  st  December  1856  is  sufficient, 
unless  it  is  in  writing  on  the  bill  and  signed  by  the  acceptor  or  by  some  person  duly 
authorised  by  him  ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60.  ?  11. 
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was  led  by  another  while  adhibiting  it  (n).  One  who  requires  such 
assistance  "  cannot  subscribe ''  ;  the  safeguard  which  comparatio 
literarum  affords  against  forgery  is  lost ;  while  there  is  not  suflS- 
cient  security  that  the  party  wrote  with  his  full  free  will.  On  the 
two  first  of  these  grounds,  also,  a  subscription  written  over  a  tracing 
by  another  person  with  a  pencil,  a  pin,  or  the  Uke,  is  invalid  (o). 
The  signature,  however,  may  be  copied  from  the  name  written  by 
another  person  (p). 

§  671.  Where  a  party's  name  is  written  for  him  by  another, 
the  deed  is  of  course  invalid.  But  the  common  practice  among 
rustics  of  authenticating  bills  in  this  way  has  induced  the  Court  to 
sustain  such  documents,  on  proof  of  the  party's  authority  to  sub- 
scribe for  him  (g'),  or  of  his  adoption  or  homologation  of  the  bill(r). 

The  same  rule  would  perhaps  be  extended  to  other  documents 
«i  re  mercatoria. 

§  672.  As  the  probative  value  of  a  signed  deed  arises  from  the 
signature  being  supposed  to  have  been  adhibited  to  the  writing 
when  completed  («),  it  follows  that  if  extrinsic  proof  or  ocular  in- 
spection shows  that  the  deed  was  written  above  the  signature,  it 
will  fall,  unless  consent  or  homologation  by  the  party  be  clearly 
proved  {t).  The  exception  in  regard  to  skeleton  bills  has  been  al- 
ready noticed  {u).^ 

(n)  Moncrieff  v.  Monypenny,  supra — Allan  v.  Blair,  mpra — ^Robertson  v.  Young, 
1744.  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  18— BallingaU  ©.  Robertson,  1806,  Hume  D.,  916— Shaw  v. 
Shaw,  1809,  Hume  D.,  922— Wilaon  v,  Pringle,  1814,  Hume  D.,  928.  In  Falconer  w. 
Arbttthnot,  1761,  M.,  16,817,  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  26,  this  rule  was  appUed  to  a  wiU  by 
a  blind  penon,  whose  hand  had  been  led  by  one  who  was  not  a  notary. 

(o)  Croflbie  v.  Picken,  1750,  M.,  16,814,  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  26,  S.  C— Pringle  v. 
Keill,  1736,  M.,  16,810— Buchan  v,  Gouck,  1762,  6  B.  Sup.  640.  {p)  Wilson 

V.  Raebum,  1800,  Hume  D.,  912.  By  the  first  decision  in  Crosbie  tr.  Picken,  supra,  the 
deed  was  sustained  on  the  footing  that  the  signature  had  been  copied,  although  it  was 
afterwards  reduced  on  proof  that  the  signature  had  been  written  over  a  scratching  with 
a  pin.  {q)  Jackson  v.  Williamson,  1826,  4  S.,  292— Gray  &  Go.  v.  Roberi»on, 

1886,  13  S.,  720— Lowson  v.  Matthew,  1828,  2  S.,  602.  See  also  Muir  v,  Bnddwood, 
1831, 10  S.,  83— over-ruling  Calandar  v.  Feddes,  1776,  6  B.  Sup.,  394. 

(r)  Mackintosh  v.  Macdonald,  1828,  7  S.,  166— Miller  v.  Little,  1881,  9  S.,  328— 
Maiklem  v.  Walker,  1833, 12  S.,  63— Reg.  v.  Parish,  1837,  8  Car.  and  Pa.,  94— Barbar 
V.  Qingell,  1800,  3  Esp.,  60— 5t(pra,  i  668.  («)  As  to  filling  in  the  testing  clause 

above  the  subscription,  see  }  726,  et  seq.  {t)  See  Mackenzie  v.  Stewart,  1848, 

10  D.,  611— CampbeU  v.  Grant,  1843,  6  D.,  766— Stuari;  v.  Smith,  1680,  M.,  16,928. 

(»)  Supra,  a  648,  661. 


*  All  deeds  granted  by  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  in  reference  to  the 
private  estates  of  Her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  situated  in  Scotland,  are  valid, 
though  not  executed  according  to  the  forms  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  if  under  the  sign- 
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V.  Of  Snhacription  by  Notariea  for  persons  who  cannot  unite, 

§  673.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  all  persons  who  "  can  gal>- 
scribe"  are  bound  to  authenticate  their  deeds  with  their  own  sig- 
natures (x),  and  that  bHnd  persons  who  can  write  may  sign  either 
themselves  or  notarially  (y) ;  whereas  persons  who  cannot  write 
what  bears  a  reasonable  resemblance  to  their  names  or  initials  must 
use  the  aid  of  notaries  («).  This,  however,  does  not  apply  to  affi- 
davits, depositions,  and  declarations  emitted  before  magistrates  or 
commissioners  of  Court  by  persons  who  cannot  write ;  the  signa- 
tures of  these  officials  being  sufficient,  where  the  inability  to  write 
is  set  forth. 

§  674.  The  probative  character  of  a  notarial  attestation  mani- 
festly arises  from  its  being  adhibited  by  persons  for  whose  fitness 
for  so  deUcate  an  office  the  law  takes  proper  security.  But  it  would 
be  a  dangerous  source  of  fraud,  as  well  as  of  insecurity  in  rights,  if 
mere  defect  in  the  qualifications  of  the  attestors  were  fatal  to  a  deed 
which  bore  a  formal  notarial  execution.  Accordingly,  the  validity 
of  such  a  deed  is  secured,  if  the  subscribers  were  habit  and  repute 
notaries,  although  they  were  not  properly  qualified  (a). 

§  675.  Before  the  Eeformation  the  functions  of  the  notary  (as 
of  piany  other  lay  offices)  used  to  be  discharged  by  churchmen. 
But  the  act  1584,  c.  133,  restricted  the  clergy  to  their  clerical 
duties,  "the  making  of  testaments  only  excepted"  (6).  Shortly 
after  this  statute,  a  marriage-contract  signed  by  a  clergyman  as 
notary  was  sustained,  on  the  ground  (according  to  the  report)  that 
the  sanction  of  the  act  was  not  nuUity  iii  the  deed,  but  deposi- 
tion of  the  minister  from  his  clerical  office  (c).  But  the  decision 
could  not  properly  have  stood  on  this  ground ;  as  the  writing  was 
informal  from  being  signed  by  only  one,  instead  of  two  persons 
acting  notarially.     The  Court  probably  proceeded  on  the  ret  ifUer- 

{x)  Supra,  ii  661,  664.  (y)  Si^a,  i  661.  (2)  Sigifra,  {  667. 

(a)  GuDningham  v.  Sempil,  1558,  M.,  8091— Seton  v.  Cant,  1598,  M.,  12,448~L. 
Hnntly  v.  L.  Forbes,  1619,  M.,  12,449— Spence  r.  Reid,  1610,  M.,  8092— Douglas  9. 
Ghieslie,  1615,  M.,  8092.  (6)  See  as  to  authenticating  wills,  {  767,  ti  9eq. 

(e)  L.  Hassington  v.  Bartilmo,  1681,  M.,  16,882. 


manual,  attested  by  two  or  more  witnesses ;  and,  if  granted  mortia  eauio,  aie  valid, 
whether  under  the  sign-manual,  or  signed  by  some  other  person  in  prseence  of  the 
grantor,  and  by  his  or  her  direction  in  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses  who  att&t 
them ;  25  and  26  Vict.,  c.  87,  i  6. 
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venius  and  homologation  arising  from  the  marriage  of  the  contract- 
ing parties. 

§  676.  A  notary  is  not  disqualified  by  relationship  to  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  deed  (c2).  But  one  cannot  act  in  a  deed  in  his 
own  favour  (e).  Nor  can  the  same  notary  subscribe  for  more  than 
one  of  the  parties  to  a  deed  (/).^ 

§  677.  The  act  1540,  c.  117,  required  only  one  notary  in  sub- 
scription for  persons  who  could  not  write.  But  that  was  altered  by 
the  subsisting  statute  1579,  c.  80,  which  made  two  notaries  indis- 
pensible  in  "  all  contracts,  obligations,  reversions,  assignations,  and 
discharges  of  reversions,  or  eiks  thereto,  and  generally  all  writs 
importing  heritable  title  or  other  bonds  and  obligations  of  great  im- 
portance" (g). 

§  678.  Where  a  deed  bearing  a  regular  notarial  subscription  is 
challenged  on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  grantor  was  able  to  write, 
and  did  not  authorise  the  notaries  to  sign  for  him,  the  burden  of 
proof  lies  on  the  challenger  in  the  first  instance,  as  the  deed  is  pro- 
bative until  reduced  (A).     But  if  it  be  admitted  or  proved  that  the 

{d)  Reid  r.  Grindlay,  1839,  9  8.,  81— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  14 ;  117.  Can  a  husband 
attest  his  wife's  deeds  ?    See  Tait,  1848, 10  D.,  1865.  (e)  Laird  Gormock  v. 

the  Lady,  1588,  M.,  16,874— RusseU  v.  Kirk,  1827,  6  S.,  188— Leith  Bank  v,  Mathers, 
1886, 14  S.,  882.  But  merely  holding  stock  in  a  bank  wiU  not  disqualify  a  notary  in 
deeds  in  favour  of  the  bank ;  Farries  v.  Smith,  9th  June  1818,  F.  C.  Nor  does  an 
emerging  interest  annul  a  deed  which  was  attested  by  a  notary  competent  as  at  its  date ; 
see  Mackenzie  r.  Smith,  1880,  9  S.,  52.  (/)  Craig  o.  Richardson,  1610,  M., 

16,829.  (ff)  This  act  has  been  enforced  in  regard  to  a  disposition  of  heritage  ; 

Kid  V.  Dickson,  1666,  M.,  16,885 ;  leases  of  heritage,  Swinton  v.  Brown,  1668,  M., 
8412,  8408— Wilson,  1729,  M.,  16,842 ;  renunciation  of  a  lease,  L.  Jerviswood  v.  L. 
Livingstone,  1682,  M.,  16,882,  7408  ;  submissions  regarding  heritage,  A  v.  B,  1617,  M., 
16,829  ;  and  other  deeds  relating  to  such  subjects,  although  the  value  was  within  £100 
Scots,  A  V,  B,  1725,  M.,  16,842.    As  to  rights  not  of  great  importance,  see  infra,  }  748. 

(A)  Watson  v.  Hamilton,  1822,  8  Mur.,  29 ;  481— Veitch  v.  Horsburgh,  1687,  M., 


7  A  trust-disposition  and  settlement  of  heritage  and  moveables,  executed  for  the 
granter  by  two  notaries,  was  reduced  m  toiOj  as  not  validly  authenticated,  because  one  of 
the  notaries  was  nominated  a  trustee  and  executor  under  the  deed,  although  he  did  not 
accept  the  trust.  There  was  a  declaration  in  the  deed  that  the  trustees  might  employ 
one  of  their  number  as  law-agent  and  might  pay  him,  and  as  the  trustee  who  signed  as 
notary  was  an  agenj;,  he  was  not  without  interest  in  the  deed;  it  was  admitted,  and  ap- 
peared from  the  docquet,  that  he  knew  the  contents  of  the  deed.  But  according  to  the 
principle  of  the  judgment,  the  deed  would  have  been  equally  invalid  though  nothing 
but  a  bare  trust  right  had  been  conferred  on  the  notary,  and  although  he  had  not  been 
aware  of  its  contents.  Lord  Deas  was  not  prepared  to  affirm  that  the  objection  was 
tantamount  to  the  want  of  a  statutory  solemnity,  and  doubted  whether  the  deed  might 
not  have  been  sustained,  if,  when  it  was  made,  no  other  notary  could  be  got ;  Ferrie  v. 
Ferrie's  Trustees,  1868,  1  Macph.,  291. 

VOL.  I.  2  E 
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granter  could  write,  and  if  the  notary's  docquet  bears  generally  that 
he  could  not,  the  party  founding  on  the  deed  would  probably  re- 
quire to  prove  that,  at  the  time  of  executing  it,  the  granter  wa« 
unable  to  write  in  consequence  of  sickness,  accident,  or  the  like,  or 
that  he  made  a  statement  to  that  effect  to  the  notaries,  and  autho- 
rised them  to  subscribe  for  him  (t).  In  a  competition  of  creditors, 
where  an  assignation  bearing  to  be  granted  by  a  person  who  was 
usually  able  to  write,  was  signed  notariaUy,  the  docquet  stating 
that  he  was  unable  to  write  on  account  of  sickness,  and  where  the 
deed  was  challenged  as  false,  the  Court  declined  to  determine  the 
general  point  whether  the  ground  of  reduction  was  relevant,  but, 
before  answer,  they  ordained  the  assignee  to  adduce  what  probation 
he  could  to  prove  the  alleged  inability  (4).  It  is  thought  that 
such  a  docquet  is  probative  of  the  cause  of  inability  which  it  sets 
forth. 

§  679.  If  the  granter  of  a  deed,  being  able  to  subscribe,  autho- 
rised notaries  to  sign  for  him,  it  is  plain  that  neither  he  nor  those 
in  his  right  can  impugn  the  subscription  (I).  It  is  doubtful  if  even 
creditors  or  a  competing  singular  successor  can  do  so  (m).  The 
notaries'  knowledge  of  the  fact  would  not  affect  the  deed,  but  would 
subject  them  to  punishment  for  malversation  (n). 

§  680.  To  prevent  notaries  from  subscribing  deeds  without 
sufficient  evidence  of  the  granter  s  authority,  the  Court  of  Session 
by  an  Act  of  Sederunt  did  "  prohibit  and  discharge  notaries  to  sub- 
scribe writs  for  persons  who  cannot  write  themselves,  unless  it 
either  consist  in  the  notaries  knowledge  that  he  for  whom  or  at 
whose  command  they  subscribe  is  the  person  designed  in  the  writ 
or  that  the  same  be  attested  by  those  who  subscribe  witnesses  to 
the  notary's  subscription,  or  by  other  credible  persons,  and  which 
the  notary  is  to  mention  when  he  subscribes  for  the  party"  (o). 

§  681.  Originally  the  notary  interposed  by  guiding  the  hand  of 
the  granter  of  the  deed,  while  the  latter  signed  his  own  name  (p). 
But  now  the  party  signifies  his  authority  by  touching  the  pen  of 

16,884 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  365,  S.  C— Ogilvie  i>.  Din's  Heirs,  1612,  M.,  16,829— Campbell  c 
BeU,  1610,  M.,  16,828— Littlejohn  v.  Hepburn,  1608,  M.,  ib.  (0  See  cases  in 

preceding  note.  (k)  Clark  v.  Blairgounie,  1683,  M.,  16,887.     See  also  Little- 

john V,  Hepburn,  supra.  (1)  Veitch  v.  Horsburgh,  1687,  M.,  16,884— Ogilvie 

V.  Din's  Heirs,  1612,  M.,  16,82^— Littlejohn  v.  Hepburn,  1608,  M.,  16,828— Duff  Feud. 
Con.,  14.  See  CampbeU  «.  Bell,  1610,  M.,  16,828— Watson  v.  Hamilton,  1822,  8  Mur., 
29.  (m)  See  Clark  t;.  Balgounie,  1683,  M.,  16,887— Craig  ».  OoUison,  1610, 

M.,  16,828— Reid  i'.  Reid's  Tr.,  1885,  18  S.,  1063  ;  S.  C,  1887,  16  S.,  278— Duff,  tupra. 

(«)  Tait  Ev.,  81.  (o)  Act  of  Sederunt,  21st  July  1688. 

(/j)  1555,  c.  29— Stair,  4,  42,  9— L.  Gormock  v.  the  Lady,  1588,  M.,  16,874. 
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the  notibries,  who  thereupon  adhibit  their  respective  subscriptions. 
This  is  the  mode  of  attestation  pointed  out  by  the  act  1681,  c.  6 ; 
which  ordains  that  "  no  witness  shall  subscribe  as  witness  to  any 
party's  subscription  unless  he  then  know  that  party,  and  saw  him 
subscribe,  or  saw  or  heard  him  give  warrand  to  a  notar  or  notars  to 
subscribe  for  him,  and,  in  evidence  thereof,  touch  the  notar's  pen, 
or  that  the  party  did,  at  the  time  of  the  witnesses  subscribing, 
acknowledge  his  subscription."  It  would  appear  that  under  this 
clause  the  w^ant  of  touching  the  pen  is  not  fatal,  where  the  witnesses 
heard  the  party  acknowledge  his  subscription  by  notaries. 

§  682.  The  two  notaries  must  sign  unico  contextu;  because  their 
subscription  represents  that  of  the  party,  which  is  indivisable  ;  and 
because  the  act  1679,  c.  80,  was  designed  to  prevent  fraud,  by  re- 
quiring two  notaries  and  four  witnesses  to  be  engaged  together  in 
the  authentication  (r).  They  sign  each  page  or  leaf,  adding  the 
letters  N.  P.  to  their  signatures,  and  on  the  last  page  appending 
also  their  mottoes.  The  deed  ends  with  a  testing  clause  stating 
the  party's  subscription  in  the  usual  terms,  but  mentioning  four  in- 
stead of  two  witnesses  («).  Appended  to  it  is  the  notaries'  doc- 
quet  (t), 

§  683.  This  instrument  must  state  that  the  notaries  had  authority 
to  sign  both  the  body  of  the  deed  (u),  and  marginal  additions  when 
there  are  any  (x).  If  the  statement  of  authority  is  omitted,  it  would 
seem  that  witnesses  cannot  be  received  to  prove  it  was  given  (y). 
Touching  the  pen  in  token  of  authority  ought  also  to  be  stated ;  but 
it  will  be  presumed,  until  disproved ;  and  the  deed  is  valid  although 
that  fact  is  not  set  forth  (z).  It  is  proper,  but  not  indispensible, 
to  state  the  cause  of  the  grantor's  inability  to  write  (a). 

(r)  Erek.,  8,  2,  9— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  13— Tait,  78 -White  v,  Knox,  1711,  M.,  16,841 
— RoUanda  v.  RoUand,  1767,  M.,  16,861— M'Morran  v.  Black,  1624,  M.,  16,880— Cow 
V.  Craig,  1688,  M.,  16,888 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  848,  S.  C— A  B,  1666,  2  B.  Sup.,  426. 

(*)  Duff  Feud.  Con.,  18.  (i)  There  is  no  universal  form  for  the  docquet. 

It  is  usnaUy  written  by  one  of  the  notaries,  and  signed  by  him  and  by  the  other,  who 
prefixes  to  his  subscription  the  words  **  ita  ett^'*  and  adds  to  it  "  notary-public  and  co- 
notary  in  the  premises."  («)  Birrel  v,  Moffat,  1745,  M.,  16,846,  Elch.,  "  Writ," 
19,  8.  C— Philip  V.  Cheap,  1667,  M.,  16,836,  17,019;  1  B.  Sup.,  644,  S.  C— Mackenzie 
V.  Burnet,  1688,  M.,  16,888— Williamson  v.  Urquhart,  1688,  M.,  16,888.  In  Birrel  v. 
Moffat,  it  was  held  that  the  statement  of  authority  cannot  be  made  in  the  deed,  because 
that  cannot  be  looked  at  until  the  authority  to  sign  it  is  proved.  But  this  may  be 
doubted.  (x)  Elliots  v.  Riddle,  1695,  M.,  16,888.  There  is  room  for  doubt 
whether  the  want  of  this  is  a  nullity ;  as  the  general  statement  of  authority  to  sign  in- 
cludes all  the  requisite  subscriptions,  whether  at  the  bottom  or  margin  of  each  page. 

(y)  Philip  V.  Cheap,  mpra.  (i)  Duff  Feud.  Con.,  18— Tait,  79— Dallas  v,  Paul, 

1704,  M.,  16,889u-Maver  v.  Russel,  1710,  M.,  16,841.  (a)  Tait,  80— Duff,  14. 
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Where  a  notary's  docquet  contains  his  name  in  his  own  hand- 
writing, it  is  valid,  although  it  is  not  subscribed  by  him  (6). 

VI.  Of  Beading  the  Deed  to  the  Party  before  Subscription. 

§  684.  Every  deed  ought  before  subscription  to  be  read  over  by 
the  party,  or  to  him  if  he  cannot  read.  The  manifest  propriety  of 
this  proceeding  led  the  Court  in  several  cases  to  reduce  deeds  by 
blind  persons  or  persons  unable  to  read,  where  the  omission  to  read 
them  to  the  granters  before  subscription  was  combined  with  other 
suspicious  circumstances  (d).  It  was  even  held  to  be  an  essential 
solemnity  in  all  such  deeds  that  they  should  be  read  over  to  the 
party  before  subscription  (e).  And  in  one  case  a  will  signed  by  a 
party  was  reduced  (although  there  was  no  proof  of  fraud)  on  the 
ground  that  the  instructions  for  preparing  it  had  been  given  in  May, 
and  that  when  it  was  signed  in  August  it  was  not  read  over  or  its 
substance  recapitulated  to  the  granter  who  was  then  on  his  death- 
bed (/).  It  was  doubtful  on  the  older  cases  whether  a  deed  by  one 
unable  to  read  required  to  be  read  to  him  in  presence  of  the  instru- 
mentary  witnesBes  (g). 

§  685.  These  decisions  (which  were  all  pronounced  before  the 
introduction  of  jury  trials  in  civil  causes)  did  not  properly  discrimi- 
nate between  what  are  by  law  solemnities  essential  to  the  execution 
of  deeds,  and  what  is  merely  a  circumstance — although  an  impor- 
tant one — in  the  question  of  fact,  whether  a  deed  formally  executed 
was  truly  consented  to  by  the  apparent  granter.  That  distinction 
was  first  brought  out  in  the  leading  case  of  the  Earl  of  Fife  t?.  Sir 
James  Duff,  in  which  the  House  of  Lords,  reversing  the  decision  of 


(6)  CuUen  v.  Thomson,  1781,  M.,  16,842— Gordon  v.  Murray,  1766,  M.,  16,818. 

\d)  Falconer  v.  Arbuthnot,  1761,  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  26— Roes  v.  Aglianby 
(Lothian's  case),  M.,  16,868;  affd.,  11th  Juno  1794,  10  F.  C,  Appx.,  8,  as  explained 
by  Lords  Ch.  Eldon  and  Redesdale  in  K.  Fife's  case,  1828,  1  Sh.  App.  Ga.,  647,  667— 
Bayne  v.  Belshes,  1798,  Hume  D.,  908— ?aterson  v.  Smith,  1809,  Hume  D.,  921. 

{e)  In  Barbour  v.  Caddell,  1790,  Hume  D.,  906,  it  was  so  held  as  to  a  deed  signed 
by  a  mark.  See  also  Petrie  v,  Lithgow,  1742,  M.,  15,941,  S.  C,  Elch.,  "Testament," 
No.  8 — Young's  Children  v.  Anderson,  1688,  M.,  15,929.  But  when  a  deed  was  signed 
notarially,  it  was  held  not  essential  to  mention  in  the  notary's  docquet  that  it  had  been 
read  over  to  the  party ;  Yorkstoun  v.  Grieve,  1794,  M.,  16,866 — Stoddart  v.  Arkley, 
1799,  M.,  16,857— Dewar  t;.  M'Gregor,  1801,  Hume  D.,  913.  Ckmtra,  Roes  ©.  Aglianby, 
1792,  M.,  16,868.  (/)  Arbuthnot  ».  Burnet,  1694,  M.,  15,929;  and  see  Robert- 

son u.  Ker,  1742,  M.,  15,942;  Elch.,  "  Testament,"  No.  6,  S.  0.  {g)  Compare 

Dewar  v,  M'Gregor,  tupra  («),  Falconer  v.  Arbuthnot,  9tq>ra  (J),  and  Ross  c.  Aglianby, 
supra  («). 
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the  Court  of  Session,  held  that  it  is  not  an  essential  solemnity  to  a 
deed  signed  by  a  blind  person  that  it  be  read  over  to  him  before 
subscription.  Accordingly,  a  deed  executed  by  such  a  person  with 
his  own  subscription,  and  properly  attested,  is  probative  and  effec- 
tual until  reduced.  In  the  action  of  reduction  the  granter's  know- 
ledge of  its  contents  is  presumed,  but  may  be  disproved ;  and  the 
fact  of  not  reading  it  over  is  admissible  and  important,  but  not 
conclusive,  evidence  of  the  want  of  such  knowledge  (h). 

(h)  Duff  V.  the  Earl  of  Fife,  1828,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  498 ;  reversing  30th  November 
1819,  F.  C.     This  was  an  action  of  reduction  of  a  trust-deed  and  deed  of  entail,  both 
executed  on  7th  October  1808,  and  of  a  deed  altering  them  in  some  respects,  which  was 
executed  on  12th  November  of  the  same  year.    They  were  all  subscribed  by  the  Earl  of 
Fife  with  his  own  hand  when  he  was  blind ;  and  each  bore  the  attestations  of  two  writ- 
nesses  named  and  designed  in  common  form.     The  Court  of  Session  had  reduced  the 
two  first  deeds,  on  the  ground  of  the  omission  to  read  them  over  before  subscription,  and 
also  the  deed  of  alteration,  but  without  stating  distinctly  the  ground  of  that  part  of  their 
decision.    The  House  of  Lords*  judgment  of  reversal  contains  the  following  findings 
(1  Sh.  Ap.,  509):  "  Find  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  notwithstanding  the 
defect  in  sight  of  the  Earl  of  Fife,  proved  upon  the  issues  formerly  tried  in  this  cause, 
the  signature  of  the  instruments  in  question  by  notaries  was  not  required  by  the  statute 
of  1579,  and  that  the  signature  of  the  Earl  of  Fife  was  the  proper  signature  to  give 
effect  to  those  instruments,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute ; 
that  the  signature  of  the  Earl  of  Fife  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  said  instruments,  and 
the  instruments  being  apparently  attested  by  two  witnesses,  the  instruments  apparently 
so  signed  and  attested  are  in  law  probative  deeds ;  and  that  to  impeach  such  instru- 
ments as  probative  deeds  of  the  Earl  of  Fife  the  pursuer  was  bound  to  prove  that  the 
witnesses,  or  one  of  them,  did  not  see  the  Earl  of  Fife  subscribe  the  said  instruments 
respectively,  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  subscription  thereto ;  that  to  impeach  the 
said  instruments  respectively,  though  in  law  probative  instruments,  as  the  deeds  of  the 
Earl  of  Fife,  on  the  ground  that  the  Earl  of  Fife  did  not  know  the  contents  of  such  in- 
struments respectively  when  he  subscribed  the  same  respectively,  and  that  therefore  the 
same  were  not  respectively  the  deeds  of  the  Earl  of  Fife,  the  pursuer  was  bound  to  prove 
that  the  Earl  did  not  know  the  contents  of  such  instruments  respectively  when  he  sub- 
scribed the  same  respectively ;  that  it  is  not  a  solemnity  required  by  law  that  the  said 
instrmuents  respectively  should  have  been  read  over  to  the  Earl  of  Fife  at  the  times  of 
the  execution  thereof  respectively,  or  at  any  other  time  or  times ;  and  that  if  such  in- 
struments respectively  were  duly  executed  and  attested  by  the  Earl,  and  in  law  proba- 
tive instruments,  the  knowledge  of  the  Earl  of  the  contents  thereof  respectively  must 
be  presumed  until  the  contrary  should  be  shown ;  but  that  proof  that  the  said  instru- 
ments respectively  were  not  read  over  to  the  Earl  of  Fife  at  the  time  of  execution 
thereof,  is  evidence  to  be  received  that  he  did  not  know  the  contents  of  such  instru- 
ments respectively,  but  that  such  evidence  is  not  conclusive  evidence  that  he  did  not 
know  the  contents  of  such  instruments  respectively,  inasmuch  as  his  knowledge  of  the 
contents  of  such  instruments  may  be  proved  by  other  evidence  from  which  such  know- 
ledge may  be  inferred ;  that  execution  by  the  Earl  of  Fife  of  the  instrument  purporting 
to  be  a  deed  of  alteration  of  the  deed  of  trust-disposition  sought  to  be  reduced,  suppos- 
ing such  deed  of  alteration  was  executed  and  attested  according  to  the  statute,  and  that 
the  Earl  knew  the  contents  thereof,  is  evidence  to  be  received  to  prove  that  the  Earl  of 
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5  686.  Not  long  after  that  judgment  the  Court  of  Session  found 
that  the  allegations  against  a  deed  were  not  relevant  to  infer  impe- 
tration ;  one  of  them  being  that  it  had  not  been  read  over  or  ex- 
plained to  the  grantor,  who  was  blind  when  he  signed  it  (t). 

The  rule  thus  settled  with  regard  to  deeds  signed  by  blind  per- 
sons with  their  own  hands,  applies  equally  to  deeds  subscribed  no- 
tarially for  persons  unable  to  write. 

VII.    Wfien  Insb^mentary  Witnesses  are  required. 

§  687.  When  a  deed  is  subscribed  with  the  party's  own  hand, 
tlie  attendance  of  witnesses  is  recjuired  expressly  by  the  acts  1540, 
c.  117,  and  1681,  c.  5,  and  indirectly  by  the  act  1593,  c.  179.  The 
act  1579,  c.  80,  fixes  their  attendance  at  notarial  subscription  of 
deeds  importing  heritable  title,  and  deeds  of  great  importance. 

§  688.  Mr  Erskine  (i),  following  Sir  George  Mackenzie  (/), 
and  founding  on  two  decisions  of  old  date,  holds  that  deeds  sub- 
scribed by  members  of  a  corporation,  or  even  by  a  number  of  pri- 
vate persons,  are  effectual  without  witnesses;  the  parties  being 
presumed  to  have  been  witnesses  to  each  other's  subscriptions. 
But  one  of  these  cases  (m)  occurred  before  the  act  1681,  and  re- 
lated to  a  writing  in  re  mercatoria;  and  the  other  (n)  is  not  a  pre- 
cedent on  the  general  point,  as  the  obligation  undertaken  by  each 
subscriber  was  less  than  £100  Scots,  and  the  precise  ground  of  de- 
cision is  not  reported  (o).  Of  the  other  cases  which  favour  Mr 
Erskine's  view  two  (p)  occurred  before  the  act  1681,  and  in  de- 
crees arbitral,  which  were  not  strictly  dealt  with  at  that  time ;  and 
in  the  remaining  case  of  the  same  tendency  (r),  the  writing  (a 
bond  of  astriction)  had  been  homologated  by  both  parties  for  seve- 

Fife  did  know  the  contents  of  such  trust-disposition  and  deed  of  entail  respectively  at 
the  time  when  such  trust-disposition  and  deed  of  entail  appear  on  the  face  thereof  to 
have  been  signed  by  the  said  Earl." 

With  these  and  some  additional  findings,  the  case  was  remitted  to  the  Court  of  See- 
Hion  for  new  trial  on  an  issue — Whether  the  deeds  in  question  were  not  the  deeds  of  the 
Earl  of  Fife  ?  The  result  of  the  second  trial  was  to  cut  down  the  two  principal  deeds,  on 
the  ground  that  one  of  the  instnimentary  witnesses  had  not  seen  the  granter  subscribe, 
or  heard  him  acknowledge  his  subscription ;  E.  Fife,  3  Mur.,  497 ;  4  S.,  386 ;  2  W.  S.. 
166.  (f)  Ker  v.  Hotchkis,  1887,  16  S.,  983.  (*)  Ersk.,  8,  2.  23. 

(I)  Mack.  Obs.  on  6  Pari.  James  VI  (1679),  c.  80,  obe.  8.  (m)  Forrest  r. 

Veitch,  1676,  M.,  16,970.  (n)  Sea-box  of  Quecnsferry  v.  Stewart,  1732,  M.. 

16,899.  (o)  Bell  on  Testing  Deeds,  Lee.  3,  p.  94.  (p)  Moncur  v.  Wad- 

doll,  1615,  M.,  16,876— Hunter  v.  Halyburton,  1682,  M.,  16,880;  11,620,  S.  C. 

(r)  Rutherford  v.  Feuarfl  of  Bowden,  1748,  M.,  8448. 
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ral  years. — On  the  other  hand,  deeds  signed  by  three  («)  and  four  (/) 
co-obligants  have  been  held  ineffectual  from  wanting  instrumentary 
witnesses  ;  and  a  deed  signed  by  the  Marquis  of  Douglas,  his  cura- 
tors and  a  third  party,  fell  in  consequence  of  the  same  defect,  the 
Court  treating  the  opposite  view  as  "untenable  in  any  case"  (u). 
It  is  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  statutes ;  and  is  objec- 
tionable on  the  ground  that  one  party  to  a  deed  cannot  attest  an- 
other's subscription.  Accordingly,  there  is  good  ground  for  hold- 
ing, with  the  majority  of  text  writers  (x),  that  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses are  required,  however  numerous  the  parties  to  the  deed  may 
be. 

VIII.    Who  may  be  Instrumentary  Witnesses. 

§  689.  It  is  manifest  that  one  who  is  either  blind  (y)  or  insane 
when  a  deed  is  executed,  cannot  be  an  instrumentary  witness  to  it. 
Pupils  also  seem  not  to  be  competent  for  that  office  (z).  Accord- 
ing to  so^le  eminent  authorities  women  are  disqualified  (a).  But 
this  is  more  than  doubtful.  Originally,  if  any  were  present  at  the 
subscription,  their  names  were  included  in  the  list  of  witnesses  ap- 
pended to  the  deed  (6) ;  and  although  their  exclusion  in  practice 
naturally  followed  upon  the  statutes  which  required  the  witnesses 
t-o  subscribe,  and  which  were  passed  when  not  many  men,  and  but 
few  women,  could  write ;  there  seems  to  be  no  good  ground  for  ex- 
cluding them  in  modem  times,  when  they  are  perfectly  fit  for  the 
office  (c).     Accordingly,  in  the  only  modern  case  in  which  the 

(«)  Miller  v.  Farqaharson,  1885,  18  S.,  888.  The  opinion  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  in 
this  case  (the  very  learned  Lord  Corehouse)  is  against  Mr  Erskine's  view. 

(0  RanMne  v.  Williamson,  1688,  M.,  16,881— See  Welsh  t;.  Milligan,  1794,  Bell's 
Fo.  Ca.,  44.  (tt)  Douglas  v.  Littlegill's  Crs.,  1742,  M.,  17,088  ;  6  B.  Sup..  744 ; 

Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  11,  S.  C.  {x)  Bankt.,  1,  11,  33— BeU  on  Testing  Deeds, 

Lee.  3,  page  88,  et  wy.— More,  898— Tait  Ev.,  83— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  2S— Contra,  1  Ross 
Lee.,  151— The  point  was  raised  in  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  25th  January  1821, 
F.  C.  (y)  A  deed  was  reduced  on  the  verdict  of  a  jury  finding  that  one  of  the 

witnesses  was  almost  quite  blind;  Cunningham  v,  Spence,  1824,  8  Mur.,  402 ;  8  S.,  205, 
S.  0.  (2)  Ersk.,  4,  2,  27—1  Ross  Lee.,  148— Tait  Ev.,  84— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  16 

—Davidson  v.  Charteris,  1788,  M.,  16,899;  Elch.,  "  Witness,"  No.  2— But  see  eorUra  D. 
Queensberry  v.  Barker,  7th  Jidy  1810,  F.  C— Home  t;.  Home,  1582,  M.,  8906— See  also 
FountainhaU,  8  B.  Sup.,  844.  (a)  Ersk.,  4,  2,  27— Bankt.,  1,  11,  27— ib.,  4,  80, 

20—1  Ross  Lee.,  148.  In  the  opinions  of  John  Clerk  (Lord  Eldin),  Adam  Gillies  (Lord 
Gillies),  and  David  Cathcart  (Lord  Alloway),  in  the  Dalrymple  cause,  it  is  stated  that  a 
woman  cannot  be  an  instrumentary  witness;  see  2  Hag.  Con.  Rep.,  Appx.,  110, 124, 142. 

(6)  1  Ross  Lee.,  125— More,  899.  (c)  The  point  is  stated  as  doubtful  by 

Mackenzie,  Obs.  on  6  Pari.  James  VI  (1579),  c.  80— and  Burnett  on  Cr.,  890,  note.  Pro- 
fessor More  thinks  women  are  admissible ;  Notes  to  Stair,  899. 
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l)oint  arose,  an  issue  was  tried,  Whether  the  subscription  of  a  fe- 
male as  witness  was  genuine  ? — ^thereby  inferring  that  she  was  com- 
petent (rf). 

As  the  witnesses  must  subscribe  the  deed,  a  person  who  camiot 
write,  or  who  can  only  write  his  initials,  is  incompetent  (e). 

§  690.  The  old  objection  of  interest  was  much  limited  in  regard 
to  instrumentary  witnesses,  on  the  ground  that  the  law  should  not 
hold  as  disqualified  those  who  were  chosen  by  the  parties  to  attest 
their  deeds  (/).  Thus  legatees  in  small  sums  (gr),  and  even  a  "con- 
siderable legatee"  (A),  were  held  competent;  and  deeds  of  nominar 
tion  to  a  gratuitous  oflSce,  cgr.,  trustee  or  executor,  have  been  re- 
peatedly sustained,  where  the  person  so  named  was  one  of  the 
witnesses  to  the  grantor's  subscription  (t).  A  will  was  even  held 
effectual,  where  one  of  the  witnesses  was  both  a  legatee  in  a  small 
sum  and  an  executor  (Aj).  But  where  the  creditor  in  a  bond  was 
one  of  the  witnesses  to  the  debtor's  subscription,  the  deed  was  very 
justly  held  null  (i).  The  late  statutes  (m),  which  abolished  the 
objection  of  interest  as  a  ground  for  excluding  witnesses  in  Courts 
of  law,  and  admitted  the  parties  as  witnesses  in  most  civil  causes, 
do  not  (it  is  thought)  remove  this  objection  to  instrumentary 
witnesses ;  and  considering  how  many  and  dangerous  frauds  would 
be  perpetrated,  if  a  party  could  legally  witness  all  deeds  in  his  own 
favour,  there  is  good  ground  for  retaining  the  disqualification.  In 
practice  it  need  hardly  be  observed,  one  who  has  any  interest  under 
a  deed  should  never  be  chosen  to  attest  it. 

§  691.  The  objections  of  relationship  (n),  agency  (o),  and  in- 
famy ( J9 ),  were  held  not  to  apply  to  instrumentary  witnesses  at  a 
time  when  these  were  peremptory  grounds  of  exclusion  in  other 
matters.     But  the  admissibility  of  an  instrumentary  witness  so 


(d)  Setton  o.  Setton's  Tr.,  1816, 1  Mur.,  10.  The  subscription  was  found  not  to  be 
genuine.  (e)  Setton  v.  Setton 's  Tr.,  ntpra — Meek  v.  Dunlop,  1707,  M.,  16,806 

—Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1779,  M.,  16,906.  (/)  1  Ross  Lee.,  148— Duff  Feud. 

Con.,  16.  (ff)  Ingram  ».  Steinson,  1801.  M.,  "  Writ,"  Appx.,  No.  2. 

(h)  Giahame  v.  M.  Montrose,  1686,  M.,  16,887.  (t)  MitcheU  v.  MiUer,  1742, 

M.,  16,900— Tennent  v.  TenuQut's  Tr.,  1742,  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  12— Soott  v.  Caver- 
hill,  1786,  M.,  16,779— Ingram  v,  Steinson,  1801,  M.,  "Writ,"  Appx.,  No.  2— Om/^ 
Laird  of  Innerleith  t;.  Bishop  of  Glasgow,  1618,  M.,  16,876— and  Erek.,  4,  2,  27. 

(k)  Ingram  v.  Steinson,  nipra,  (I)  Robertson  v,  Abercrombie,  1627,  M., 

16,879—1  Ross  Lee.,  148.  (w)  16  and  16  Viot,  c.  27,  }  1—16  Vict.,  c.  20,  «  2,  8. 

(n)  Ersk.,  4,  2,  27— Hamilton's  Crs.  v.  Hamilton,  1718,  M.,  16,784— Falconer  v,  Ar- 
buthnot,  1760,  M.,  16,769— Thomson  v,  Borthwick,  1742,  Elch.,  "Witness,"  No.  16. 

(o)  Ersk.,  «ipro— Scott  v.  Caverhill,  1786,  M.,  16,779— E.  March  o.  Sawyer,  1749, 
M.,  16,767.  ip)  Ersk.,  «yra— BaiUie  v.  Lockhart,  1710,  M.,  8488;  1C.891,  S.  C. 
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tainted  was  limited  to  facts  immediately  connected  with  the  res 
gestae  of  executing  the  deed.  And  accordingly,  he  was  not  allowed 
to  be  examined  as  to  whether  the  granter  of  a  bond,  being  in  mino- 
rity, had  represented  himself  to  be  najor  (r),  or  whether  the 
granter  of  a  deed  aflFecting  heritage  was  in  liege  poustie  at  its 
date  («). 

IX.  Hoto  many  Witnesses  are  required. 

§  692.  In  all  deeds  signed  by  the  party  himself  and  requiring 
to  be  attested,  two  witnesses  are  required,  being  the  smallest  num- 
ber which  could  come  under  the  term  "  witnesses  "  in  the  acts  of 
1540,  and  1681.  The  act  1579,  c.  80,  requires  four  witnesses  to 
the  notarial  subscription  of  deeds  importing  heritable  title  and 
deeds  "of  great  importance"  {t).  The  number  required  in  other 
deeds  and  testaments  signed  notarially  is  considered  afterwards. 

The  same  witnesses  may  attest  the  subscriptions  of  any  number 
of  parties,  whether  signing  themselves  or  using  notaries  (u)} 

X.  Of  the  Witnessed  knowledge  that  the  Subscription  is  genuine. 

§  693.  The  acts  1681,  c.  5,  prohibits  persons  from  subscribing 
as  witnesses  unless  they  "  then  know  the  party ; "  and  it  declares 
that  persons  contravening  the  provision  shall  be  punished  as  acces- 
sory to  forgery.  But  this  irregularity — ^like  that  of  the  witness  not 
seeing  the  party  subscribe,  or  hearing  him  acknowledge  his  sub- 
scription, for  which  the  same  sanction  is  provided  {x) — is  also  fatal 
to  the  deed  (y).  The  act  has  been  liberally  interpreted  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  witnesses'  acquaintance  with  the  party.  He  may 
safely  and  validly  attest,  provided  he  has  credible  information  from 
those  present,  or  even  from  the  person  subscribing,  that  that  person 
is  the  granter  of  the  deed  (z).    In  such  cases,  however,  the  meagre 

(r)  Thomson  v,  Borthwick,  tupra.  («)  Ersk.,  tupra — Hamilton  v.  Hamilton, 

ntpra — But  see  Falconer  v.  Arbnthnot,  tupra.  {t)  This  was  enforced  in  Sclanders 

r.  Hill,  1710,  M.,  6844— Abercrombie,  1618,  M.,  16,829.  («)  Hardie  v.  Hardie, 

6th  December  1810,  F.  C.  (x)  See  infra  (a).  (y)  Campbell  v.  Kobert- 

son,  1698,  M.,  1C,887.    See  Young  v.  Glen,  1770,  M.,  16,906 ;  Hailes,  864,  S.  C. 

(s)  In  Walker  v.  Adamson,  1716,  M.,  16,896,  a  deed  was  sustained  where  the  wit- 
nesses were  merely  informed  by  the  neighbours  and  the  person  subscribing  that  she  was 
the  granter ;  but  in  Campbell  v.  Robertson,  supra^  where  a  boy  of  fourteen  was  called 


^  The  signature  of  a  subscriber  of  the  memorandum  or  articles  of  association  of  a 
company,  under  the  Companies  Act  1862,  is  sufficiently  attested  by  one  witness ;  25 
and  26  Vict.,  c.  89,  ??  11,  16. 
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knowledge  which  the  witness  had  as  to  the  granter's  identity  would 
be  an  important  fact,  if  the  deed  were  alleged  to  be  forged, 

§  694.  The  act  1681,  c.  5,  also  enjoins  that  "  no  witness  shall 
subscribe  as  witness  to  any  party's  subscription,  unless  he "  "  saw 
him  subscribe,"  "  or  that  the  party  did  at  the  time  of  the  witness* 
subscribing  acknowledge  his  subscription."  If  the  witness  signed 
without  having  one  or  other  of  these  proofs  of  authenticity,  the 
deed  is  null,  although  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  its  genuineness  (a). 
In  one  of  the  trials  of  the  Earl  of  Fife's  case  the  point  occurred, 
whether  a  blind  person's  acknowledgment  of  his  subscription  to  a 
witness  who  did  not  see  it  adhibited  is  sufficient.  The  Lord  Chief 
Commissioner  charged  the  jury  thus : — "  It  is  agreed  that  Wilson 
the  witness  did  not  see  the  deed  subscribed;  and  therefore  the 
point  to  be  proved  is,  whether  the  Earl  acknowledged  his  signature. 
Here  the  first  question  is,  Was  it  vocally  acknowledged  ?  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  subscribing  was  not  seen,  and  it  is  proved  that  there 
was  no  vocal  acknowledgment.  This  is  a  second  step  the  pursuer 
has  made,  which  reduces  the  case  to  one  of  acknowledgment  by 
facts  and  circumstances.  The  question  is,  Whether  the  pursuer  had 
brought  such  evidence  as  satisfies  you  of  the  non-acknowledg- 
ment ?"  (6).  His  Lordship,  therefore,  held  that  the  blind  Earl's 
subscription  would  have  been  validly  attested,  had  the  witness 
merely  heard  him  acknowledge  it.  In  such  cases  there  would  be 
no  difficulty,  if  the  deed  had  not  been  out  of  the  grantor's  hands 
between  his  subscription  and  acknowledgment.  But  even  if  it  had, 
the  granter  might  have  identified  it  to  the  witness'  satisfaction,  aft 
where  it  consisted  of  a  certain  number  of  pages  of  paper  or  vellum 
with  certain  marks.     But  a  bare  acknowledgment  ex  intervaUo  by 


off  the  street  to  be  a  witness,  and  did  not  know  the  party,  the  deed  was  reduced,  al- 
though the  Court  .believed  the  subscription  to  be  genuine.  In  reporting  this  ease, 
FountainhaU  observes  that  the  knowledge  required  "  cannot  be  understood  of  a  distinct 
particular  antecedent  knowledge,  but  only  that  he  called  himself  so  to  the  witnesses, 
else  many  bonds  and  other  writs  may  be  questioned  on  this  head." 

(a)  E.  Fife  t;.  E.  Fife's  Trs,,  1826,  8  Mur.,  497 ;  4  8.,  886 ;  affirmed.  2  W.  S.,  16fr- 
Forbes  v.  Reid,  1698,  4  B.  Sup.,  404— Young  v.  Ritchie,  1761.  M.,  17,047— Stevenson 
V.  Stevenson,  1682,  M.,  16,886— Blair  v.  Peddle,  1684,  M.,  18,942.  In  applying  this 
rule  the  Court  discriminate  between  a  distinct  statement  by  the  instrumentary  witness 
de  reeenti  that  he  did  not  see  the  subscription  adhibited  or  hear  it  acknowledged,  and  a 
mere  non  memini,  especially  if  some  interval  elapsed  since  the  attestation ;  see  Smith  v. 
Bank  of  Scotland,  26th  Jan.  1821,  as  noticed  per  curiam  in  £.  Fife's  case,  22d  Dec. 
1825,  F.  C— Young  v.  Glen,  1770,  M.,  16,906;  Hailes.  864,  S.  0.  See  on  this  the  sec- 
tions on  the  improbrttious  of  deeds,  tn/ra,  §  907,  et  seq.  (6)  E.  Fife  ».  E,  Fife's 
Trustees,  1825,  3  Murray,  498.     The  verdict  was  against  the  deed. 


§  698.  WITNESSES  TO  DEEDS.  443 

a  blind  person,  without  some  such  identification,  would  be  insuffi- 
cient, 

§  695.     When  the  deed  is  not  signed  in  presence  of  the  attesting 

witnesses,  the  grantor  should  acknowledge  his  subscription  to  them 
in  express  words.  But  a  virtual  acknowledgment,  or  one  exhibited 
by  conduct,  not  by  words,  is  sufficient,  provided  it  be  clear  and  un- 
equivocal (c). 

§  696.  In  deeds  signed  by  notaries  the  witnesses  attest  the 
party's  notarial  execution,  and  not  merely  the  notaries'  signatures. 
The  act  1681,  c.  6,  accordingly  enjoins  witnesses  not  to  subscribe, 
unless  they  "  saw  or  heard  the  party  give  warning  to  a  notar  or 
notars  to  subscribe  for  him,  and  in  evidence  thereof  touch  the 
notar's  pen."  This  enactment  (like  those  already  noticed)  is  en- 
forced with  nullity  of  the  deed  (d). 

§  697.  The  attestation  is  valid,  although  the  body  of  the  deed 
was  purposely  concealed  from  the  witness  ;  for  he  has  only  to  at- 
tend to  the  genuineness  of  the  subscription,  not  to  the  terms  of  the 
writing  authenticated  (e). 

XI.  0/ Subscription  by  the  Instrumentary  Witnesses, 

§  698.  As  already  mentioned,  the  act  1540,  c.  117,  ordained 
that  "  na  faith  be  given  "  to  writs  which  did  not  bear  the  subscrip- 
tions of  the  grantor  and  witnesses.  But  the  latter  requisite  was 
not  observed  in  practice  (/).  It  was  made  imperative  by  the  act 
of  1681,  c.  5  (gr),  and  has  since  that  time  been  considered  as  indis- 
pensible  to  subscription  either  by  the  parties  themselves  or  nota- 
rially (A).  The  witnesses  require  to  sign  only  the  last  page,  how- 
ever long  the  deed  may  be  (t). 

(e)  Per  Lord  Chief  Commissioner  in  Earl  of  Fife's  case,  supra,  and  per  L.-Ch.  Eldon 
in  same  case  on  appeal,  2  W.  S.,  201 — Bell  on  Testing  Deeds,  272. 

(d)  Storach  v.  Cheyne,  1678,  M.,  12,668.  In  Farmers  v,  Myles,  1760,  M.,  16,849, 
the  deed  fell,  because  three  of  the  witnesses  did  not  hear  the  authority  given  or  see  the 
notaries'  pens  touched.  In  Johnston  v,  Johnston,  1698,  4  B.  Sup.,  418,  a  deed  was  re- 
duced, because  two  of  the  witnesses  signed  in  presence  of  the  gpranter,  but  without  hear- 
ing warrant  given  to  the  notaries,  and  another  denied  his  subscription.  See  also  An- 
derson V.  Cock,  1709,  M.,  16,840,  where  the  nullity  was  that  one  of  the  witnesses  added 
to  his  signature,  "  witness  to  the  co-notary's  subscription."  So  deeds  signed  at  different 
places  with  two  different  witnesses  to  each  notary's  signature,  instead  of  four  witnesses 
seeing  the  whole  notarial  subscription,  have  been  reduced,  although  the  party  admitted 
his  authority  to  sign;  RoUand  v,  RoUand,  1767,  M.,  16,861— Whyte  v.  Knox,  1711, 
M.,  16,841— M'Morran  v.  Black,  1624,  M.,  16,880— 5iipra,  §  682. 

(«)  Ormiston  v.  Hamilton,  1708,  M.,  16,890.  (/)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  7. 

(ff)  Supra,  §  642.  (A)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  13— Tait,  82— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  16. 

(i)  1696,  c.  16. 
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I:  L»  .:.  ...*;♦-':.•/  .-  *..  .r  c;i.  Ii  Triiii-iii  ^L.  ril.i  *:,ni  with,  his  < 

Lij*  c^»i  !.  •!    v  ;  .ir.'i  a  'iv:''**«rl  ":.a  W  iiif*iil»  is  ii:»^?'r«  real  •■'"». 
£*..[■*  •^•.jL''  •«/  A.: :  *L»;  ir  ,ri  **  ^.'..•-iti''  'o  bis  sLniiinire:  bet  chi: 

th»^  arrrr*:»i*;«.ri  w:.-  L-  \i  :•>  F^r  liiL.::eiL  ind  the  dt^i  tVLL  ^th«-iji 
rh*^  -i"*  .f>:t  ?-.r»f  tLit  it  w.i^  '?:jT.'-«i  F  v  two  n-tiuics  ltf».'re  &-»ar 

§  7'J^».  Wi:rir:i.-*r»  wL-i  ai'^^-^t  the  5Tib$«?ripti«:iis  of  several  |wrtk« 
••i^iir.^  '//j-iVo  f^/u.tf'xfn,  r»rif:ir-  to  s:^  '^CiiT  •jQ.:e:  bat  their  sub^scrip- 
ti'jii*  -»L'/'iM  l*^  r^r^-^^tr-tl  t  iI:L.  u_-L  rLit  L?  not  iii-iL?p«ensihle),  when 
W.J  ni  the  pfirti*r»  *iirri  5*.-{HritrrIv  ♦'•!. 

§  701.  Tlie  witrie^.«*rs  Vj  *ab-':rif  tioa  bv  the  same  party  may 
^Ijn  at  dffferitriit  tim-r-".  <?.^.,  when  ♦•iie  sees  the  subscriptioa  ad- 
hir-it^-d  and  the  other  hrrars  it  ackn* » wleige*!  ( p) ;  and  it  is  not  ist- 
di-{jenisihl»^  that  ^itDe>??e$  to  a  n«..tarial  sTilttsoription  shonld  sipi  at 
thf:  same  time  (r).  In  ail  cases,  h«jwever,  the  deed  must  be  ccon- 
pl*,'te  U-fore  it  is  pn>ln«,-eil  in  judOTient  {s).  And  if  it  appears  that 
any  of  the  3uh:i4:riptiori5  were  a»lhibit«:rd  ex  iHtervaBo.  the  jury  will 
have  to  determine  on  the  evidence,  whether  the  deed  so  attested  is 
the  same  as  the  Jeed  executed  (t). 

§  702.  A  deed  signe^l  by  the  witnesses  in  anticipation  of  a  sub- 
scription which,  although  genuine,  was  not  adhibited  or  acknow- 
ledged in  their  presence,  is  null  (»).• 

XIL  0/the  Testing  Clause, 

§  703.  Every  formal  deed  must  conclude  with  a  testing  clause, 
in  which  are  set  forth  the  facts  relating  to  its  execution  and  au- 
thentication.    This  clause  mentions — (a)  the  number  of  pages  of 


(k)  Setton  r.  Sctton'a  Tt.,  1816,  1  Mnr.,  9— Stewirt  r.  Stewart,  1779.  M.,  16,905. 

{I)  Meek  v.  Dnnlop,  1707,  M.,  16,806.  («•)  MomBon  v.  L.  Salton,  1694, 

4  B.  Bap.,  163— L.  Blantyre,  1850,  13  D.,  40.  (n)  Andenon  v.  Cock,  1749, 

M.,  16,840.  (o)  See  Edmonstone  v,  Edmonstone,  1749,  M.,  16,901. 

(p)  Robertson  v.  M^Caig,  1828,  2  S.,  544.  (r)  See  Straiton  v.  Robertson, 

1710,  M.,  8344.  («)  Straiton  v,  Robertson,  mpra,  {t)  Compare 

Frank  r.  Frank,  1795,  M.,  16,824,  affd.  1809, 15  F.  C,  Appx.,  753,  with  Hnme  v.  Dick< 
«on.  1780,  M.,  16,898.  («)  Young  v,  Ritchie,  1761,  M.,  17,047. 


*  Maclean  or  Morrison  v.  Maclean,  1863,  1  Macph.,  304. 
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which  the  deed  consists,  when  it  extends  over  more  than  one — (b) 
the  name  and  designation  of  the  writer — (c)  the  fact  that  the  deed 
was  subscrihed  by  the  grantor — (d)  the  date  and  place  of  sub- 
scription— (e)  the  names  and  designations  of  the  witnesses — (f) 
the  marginal  additions,  interlineations,  or  erasures,  if  there  be  any 
such. 

§  704.     A — Mentioning  the  number  of  pages, — The  act  1696, 
c.  15,  directs  that,  in  deeds  written  bookways,  "  the  end  of  the  last 
page  make  mention  how  many  pages  are  therein  contained/'    This, 
however,  is  not  indispensible  in  deeds  written  on  one  sheet  {x)\  and 
in  other  cases  it  is  enough  to  mention  merely  the  number  of  sheets 
of  which  the  deed  consists  (y).     Even  errors  in  the  enumeration  of 
the  pages  have  been  overlooked,  where  it  served  to  indicate  the 
proper  number ;  as  in  the  cases  of  a  deed  written  on  ten  pages, 
bearing  to  be  "  on  this  and  the  ten  preceding  pages"  (2),  and  of  an 
instrument  of  sasine  in  the  old  form  written  on  nine,  and  bearing 
to  be  on  eight  pages  (a).     A  deed  was  sustained  where  the  testing 
clause  stated  that  it  was  written  "  on  this  and  the  twelve  preceding 
pages,"  and  the  word  "  pages"  was  on  erasure  (6);  and  where  a  deed 
consisting  of  seven  pages  bore  to  be  "  written  on  this  and  the  six 
preceding  pages,"  but  x  was  on  erasure,  the  deed  was  sustained  (c); 
as  was  also  a  deed  which  was  stated  to  be  "  written  on  this  and  the 
twelve  preceding  pages,"  the  letters  ve  being  on  erasure  {d).     In 
these  cases  the  letters  which  were  not  written  over  erasures  would 
not  have  corresponded  to  any  other  numbers  than  those  of  which 
the  deeds  respectively  consisted.    In  another  case  a  deed  on  several 
sheets  was  sustained  without  the  pages  being  numbered  at  all,  the 
catchwords  identifying  the  several  pages  as  consecutive.     But  the 
Court  were  in  a  great  measure  moved  by  its  being  a  marriage-con- 
tract, on  which  marriage  had  ensued  (e). 

(i)  Macdonald  v.  Macdonald,  1778,  M.,  16,956— Hailes,  789,  S.  0.— Robertson  v, 
Ker,  1742,  M.,  16,966,  Elch.,  **  Writ,"  No.  10,  S.  C— See  mpra,  §  669.  An  instrument 
of  aasine  on  one  page,  bearing  to  be  on  this  and  the  two  preceding  pages,  was  sustained  ; 
Morrison  r.  Ramsay,  1826,  6  S.,  150.  (y)  Henderson  v.  Wilson,  1797,  M., 

17,069 ;  15,444 ;  M.,  App.  "  Tailzie,"  No.  8,  S.  C.  (z)  Smith  v.  North  B.  Insur. 

Co.,  I860,  12  D.,  1182.  (o)  Dickson  v,  Cunningham,  1829,  7  S.,  508;  affirmed 

5  W.  S.,  667 — See  also  M'Ghie  v.  Leishman,  1827,  5  S.  D.,  768.  Mentioning  the  pages 
in  instruments  of  sasine  is  required  by  1686,  c.  17.  (6)  Morrison  v.  Nisbet, 

1829,  7  S.,  810.  (e)  E.  Cassilis  v.  Kennedy,  1881,  9  S.,  668.    Sasine  and  con- 

firmation had  passed  on  the  deed  forty  years  before  the  question  as  to  its  validity  was 
raised,  (d)  (Jaywood  v,  M*Keand,  1828,  6  S.,  991.  («)  Porteous  v. 

Bell,  1767,  5  B.  Sup.,  866.  This  case  was  not  properly  decided  on  the  principle  of  rei 
wtenerUus,  by  which  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  the  deed  had  been  validated.  See 
the  chapter  on  rei  mUrverUtUf  below,  i  816,  et  teq. 
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§  705.  These  decisions  leave  the  question  still  open,  Whether 
a  deed  is  null  where  the  number  of  pages  is  omitted,  or  where  the 
statement  of  them  is  so  inaccurate  as  to  be  equivalent  to  an  omis- 
sion ?  On  the  one  hand,  the  act  1696  does  not  declare  that  deeds 
in  which  the  pages  are  not  enumerated  shall  be  held  null  But  on 
the  other  hand,  it  only  allows  parties  to  write  their  deeds  bookways, 
provided  the  number  of  pages  be  mentioned ;  and  it  is  only  deeds 
marked  and  signed  in  the  prescribed  mode,  which  the  act  declares 
to  be  valid  as  those  in  the  old  form.  Compliance  with  the  requiie- 
mente  of  that  act  seems  therefore  to  be  an  essential  condition  to 
the  validity  of  deeds  written  by  way  of  book.*® 

§  706.  It  is  proper,  but  not  essential,  that  the  number  of  sheet* 
be  mentioned  in  deeds  written  in  the  old  form  of  a  roll,  with  the 
several  portions  pasted  together  (/). 

§  707.  B — Naming  and  designing  the  writer. — The  act  1593, 
c.  179,  required  all  deeds  to  make  special  mention  in  "  the  hinder 
end  thereof,  before  the  inserting  of  the  witnesses  therein,  of  the 
name,  surname,  and  particular  remaining  place,  diocesie,  and  other 
denomination  of  the  writer  of  the  body  of  the  foresaid  original  writs 
and  evidents ;  otherwise  the  same  to  make  na  faith  in  judgment 
nor  outwith  in  time  coming."  Although  this  enactment  was  suffi- 
ciently clear  and  stringent,  the  Court  disregarded  it ;  and  where  the 
WTiter  was  neither  named  nor  designed,  allowed  the  defect  to  be 
supplied  by  a  condescendence  and  proof  {g).     This  led  to  the  pro- 

(/)  See  Sclater  v.  Clyne,  1881,  9  S.,  248.  {g)  See  cases  in  M.,  16,859: 

16,860;  17,015  ;  17,019  ;  17,020—4  B.  Sup.,  168— Br.  Synop.,  2708. 


10  It  is  thought  that  a  deed  cannot  receiTe  effect  as  probatiye  by  the  law  of  Soothuad, 
if  the  number  of  pages  be  not  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause.  Where  a  deed  was 
written  on  five  separate  sheets  of  parchment,  and  on  one  side  only  of  each  sheet,  and 
where  the  testing  clause  bore  that  it  was  "  written  on  this  and  the  four  preceding  skios 
of  duly  stamped  parchment,"  and  did  not  state  the  number  of  pages  on  which  it  was 
written,  and  where  each  page  was  not  numbered,  Lord  Cowan  (Ordinary)  held  that,  in 
both  particulars,  there  was  a  non-compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  &tal 
to  the  validity  of  the  deed  as  a  probative  Scotch  deed ;  and  the  First  Division  found 
that  the  deed  was  not  "  authenticated  according  to  the  requirements  of  the  statutes,** 
and  was  not  "  probative  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland ;"  Earl  of  Hopetoun  o.  Soots 
Mines  Co.,  2d  June  1854,  reported  1856,  18  D.,  789,  747.  See  also  Thomson  v.  Mac- 
Crum men's  Trustees,  1856,  18  D„  470  ;  afiSrmed  and  reported  under  name  of  Gfalbraith 
and  Others  (MacCrummen's  Trustees)  v.  the  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Bank,  1859,  SI 
Scot.  Jur.,  425.  The  act  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  87,  abrogating  pagination  as  a  solemnity, 
does  not  affect  the  provision  of  the  act  1696,  c.  15,  or  of  any  other  act  or  acts  of  Fai^ 
liament  "  as  to  mentioning  in  the  testing  clause  the  number  of  pages  of  which  the  deed 
consists."     See  tn/ra,  §  785,  note. 
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vision  in  the  act  1681,  c.  6,  which  enacted  and  declared  that  "  all 
writs  to  be  subscribed  hereafter,  wherein  the  writer  and  witnesses 
are  not  designed,  shall  be  null,  and  are  not  suppliable  by  conde- 
scending upon  the  writer,  or  the  designation  of  the  writer  and  wit- 
nesses." Since  the  passiag  of  this  act  the  omission  to  name  and 
design  the  writer  of  a  deed  has  repeatedly  been  held  a  nullity, 
which  could  not  be  removed  by  proof  {h)}^ 

§  708.  As  the  act  of  1681  is  declaratory  as  well  as  enactive,  it 
may  be  said  to  have  restored  to  full  force  the  previous  act  of  1593, 
which,  although  it  had  been  disregarded  by  the  Court,  was  still 
unrepealed  (i).  But  the  full  and  precise  designation  required  by 
the  older  statute  has  not  been  exacted.  It  is  enough  ^f  the  general 
terms  of  the  act  of  1681  be  observed,  by  the  writer's  name  and  de- 
signation being  set  fortii  in  such  a  manner  as  to  identify  him ;  and 
the  Court  will  determine  in  each  case  whether  the  designation  is 
sufficient  for  that  purpose  (k).  Thus  deeds  have  been  sustained  in 
which  the  writer  was  designed  as  "  notary"  (Z),  and  "writer"  (m), 
(t.c.,  attorney),  without  the  place  being  specified  where  he  carried 
on  his  business.  And  a  deed  in  the  Scotch  form,  written  and  exe- 
cuted in  Dublin,  the  writer  of  which  was  designed  as  "  A  B,  gentle- 
man," was  at  first  held  null,  but  was  afterwards  sustained  on  the 
ground  that  it  must  be  presumed  he  resided  in  Dublin,  in  which 
place  "gentleman"  was  used  to  designate  persons  above  the  rank 
of  traders  or  manufacturers  (n).  So  a  testing  clause  in  the  terms 
"  I  have  subscribed  these  presents,  written  by  A  B  at  Auchter- 
house,"  was  held  to  be  efl'ectual  (o)  ;  as  was  also  a  deed  in  which 

(A)  Boss  V.  Bobs,  1711,  M.,  16,867— Macfarlane  ».  Grieve,  1790,  M.,  8469,  17,057— 
Kilpatrick  v.  Ferguson,  1704,  M.,  12,061, 17,022-.Irvine  «.  M'Jore,  1710,  M.,  12,284. 
In  this  last  case  the  deed  had  been  copied  by  an  ignorant  clerk  from  another  deed 
vhich  had  been  written  by  a  different  person,  and  the  clerk  omitted  to  substitute  his 
own  name  for  that  of  the  writer  of  the  other  deed.  (t)  This  seems  to  be  Mr 

Enkine's  view ;  see  b.  8,  2,  2  12.  (k)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  12— Gases  in  following 

notes— and  infra,  i  720.  (I)  M'Micken  v.  Kennedy,  1706,  M.,  16,916. 

(«)  Bules  V.  Craig's  Cre.,  1712,  M.,  16,920.  (n)  Murray  v.  Semple,  1714, 

M.,  16,921,  affd.  on  another  point,  Rob.,  282.  (o)  Duncan  v.  Scrimzeour, 

1706,  M.,  16,914. 


11  Where  a  testing  clause  bore  that  the  first  eight  pages  of  a  deed  were  written  by 
W.J.,  and  the  remaining  ten  pages  by  O.H.,  and  where  an  essential  part  of  the  deed, 
occurring  on  page  16,  was  in  fact  written  by  W.J.,  it  was  held  that  the  deed  was  not 
prdbatiTe  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  though  it  was  argued  that  the  true  state  of 
the  fact  was  evident  from  ocular  inspection ;  Earl  of  Hopetoun  v,  Scots  Mines  Co., 
1854,  reported  1866,  18  D.,  789,  747. 


13  A  settlement  by  a  husband  and  his  wife,  conveying  heritage,  was  holograph  of  the 
husband  except  a  few  lines,  which  were  unimportant,  and  which  were  written  by  the 
wife.  The  deed  bore  to  be  "  written  with  our  own  bands  "  (the  number  of  pages,  the 
date,  and  the  witnesses  being  mentioned).  The  Court  held  (1)  that  the  deed  was  holo- 
graph of  the  husband;  (2)  that,  in  any  view,  it  was  duly  authenticated,  the  conveyance 
of  the  heritage  furnishing  a  sufficient  designation  of  the  writers  of  the  deed  ;  Laurie  r. 
Laurie,  1869,  21  D..  240. 
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the  writer  was  designed  as  "  clerk  to  the  signet/'  in  mistake  for 
"  clerk  to  A  B,  writer  (or  clerk)  to  the  signet"  (p).  On  the  other 
hand,  a  deed,  the  writer  of  which  was  merely  described  as  "  writer 
hereof,"  was  held  null,  as  omitting  his  designation  entirely  (r).  j 
And  a  decree-arbitral,  written  by  the  clerk  to  the  submission,  wa« 
found  to  be  invalid,  as  not  containing  the  writer's  name  and  deag- 
nation,  although  these  were  mentioned  narrative  in  the  body  of  the 
document  which  was  signed  by  him  as  clerk  to  the  submission  (s). 
And  where  a  testing  clause  bore  that  the  deed  was  subscribed  at 
Dashers,  "  before  these  witnesses,  John  Murdoch,  officer  in  Dashers, 
Hugh  Mitchell,  shoemaker  there,  and  the  said  George  Leny,  wit- 
ness also  to  the  other  marginal  note  on  this  page,  place,  date,  and 
writer  foresaid,"  the  deed  was  held  null,  although  Leny  was  a  pro- 
fessional writer,  and  was  well  known  in  the  place  where  the  deed 
was  executed  (t), 

§  709.  The  act  1593,  c.  179,  ordains  that  the  writer  be  named 
and  designed  "  before  the  inserting  of  the  witnesses."  The  deed, 
however,  is  valid  although  their  positions  should  be  transposed  («). 
And  a  testament  was  sustained,  the  writer  of  which  was  mentioned 
in  the  body  of  the  deed  merely  as  a  witness,  but  added  to  his  sub- 
scription "  witness  and  writer  hereof"  (v).  An  assignation  was 
sustained  in  which  the  writer  was  not  designed  in  the  testing 
clause,  but  by  the  words  "  and  writer  hereof,"  being  added  to  his 
subscription  as  a  witness.  It  was  also  held  not  to  be  too  late  to 
complete  the  deed  by  making  this  addition,  though  it  had  been 
produced  in  a  process  of  competition  for  an  office  of  executor,  and 
the  record  had  been  closed,  and  an  interlocutor  pronotmced,  in 
which  it  was  referred  to  in  its  incomplete  state.  The  point,  how- 
ever, was  mixed  up  with  a  question  of  homologation  (a?).^ 

(p)  Scott  V.  Dalrymple,  1781,  M.,  88S8.  (r)  Kennedy  v.  Oswald,  1710 

(not  rep.),  noted  in  Rules  t?.  Craig's  Crs.,  tupra.  (t)  Perry  v,  Meikle,  26th 

November  1808,  F.  0.  (t)  Lockhart  v.  Kay,  16th  February  1816,  F.  C.    The 

writer  was  not  mentioned  in  any  other  place.    See  also  Ross  v.  Ross,  1711,  M.,  16,867. 

(u)  Ewing  ».  Semple,  1739,  M.,  1862 ;  5  B.  Sup.,  211,  S.  C.  (v)  Dronnon 

9.  Montgomery,  1716,  M.,  16,869.  (x)  Macpherson  v.  Macpherson,  1856, 17 

D.,  867. 
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§  710.  A  deed  partly  written  and  partly  printed  is  effectual, 
provided  the  person  who  filled  in  the  written  portions  is  named  and 
designed  (jf)}^ 

§  711.  The  act  of  1693  only  requires  the  writer  of  the  "  body  " 
of  the  deed  to  be  mentioned ;  whereas  the  act  of  1681  speaks  of  the 
writer  generally,  and  requires  the  witnesses  to  be  designed  in  the 
"  body  of  the  writ."  The  proper  construction  of  these  provisions 
is  that,  as  the  witnesses'  names  and  designations  are  part  of  the 
body  of  the  deed,  the  writer  of  the  clause  which  contains  them  must 
be  named  and  designed.  But  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  a 
deed  is  valid  although  the  writer  of  the  testing  clause  is  not  named 
and  designed,  provided  the  writer  of  the  previous  part,  the  "  body," 
of  the  deed  is  properly  set  forth  («).  If,  however,  the  testing  clause, 
besides  the  res  gestae  of  the  authentication,  contains  part  of  the 
substance  of  the  deed,  e.gr.,  a  consent  by  a  person  having  an  interest 


(y)  Stirling  f^.  E.  Glasgow,  1711,  4  B.  Sup.,  866-Spott*s  Ore.,  1711,  M.,  16,868— 
Allardice  v.  Forbes,  1710,  M.,  16,862. .  (z)  Watson  r.  Scott,  1683,  M.,  16,860 

-Gray  v.  Seott,  1708,  M.,  12,602— White  v.  Hendereon,  1710,  M.,  16,864— L.  Edmon- 
rtone  V.  L.  Woolmet,  1722,  M.,  16,862,  note— Andrews  v.  Thomson,  1886,  14  S.,  689— 
Lindsay  v.  Giles,  1844,  6  D.,  771. 


13  The  84th  section  of  the  Titles  to  Land  Act,  21  and  22  Vict.,  c.  76,  "  An  Act  to 
simplify  the  fonns,  and  diminish  the  expense  of  completing  titles  to  land  in  Scotland," 
proyides  that  "  all  deeds,  writs,  and  instruments  whatever,  mentioned  or  not  mentioned 
in  this  act,  having  a  testing  clause,  may  be  partly  written  and  partly  printed  or  en- 
graved :  Provided  always,  that  in  the  testing  clause  the  date,  if  any,  and  the  names  and 
designations  of  the  witnesses,  and  the  number  of  the  pages  of  the  deed  or  instrument,  if 
the  number  be  specified,  and  the  name  and  designation  of  the  writer  of  the  written  por- 
tions of  the  body  of  the  deed,  writ,  or  instrument,  and  of  the  written  portions  of  the 
testing  clause,  shall  be  expressed  at  length  in  writing ;  and  such  deeds,  writs,  and  in- 
struments shall  be  valid  and  effectual  in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  been  wholly 
in  writing."  This  provision  is  repeated  in  the  20th  section  of  the  act  28  and  24  Vict., 
c  148,  extending  the  provisions  of  the  Titles  to  Land  Act  to  lands  held  by  burgage  ten- 
ure. The  interpretation  clause,  section  86  of  the  act  21  and  22  Vict.,  c  76,  declares  that 
the  word  "  deed  "  shall  include  the  various  forms  of  deeds  specially  mentioned,  "  and  other 
deeds  and  decrees  by  which  lands  are  conve^^ed,  or  rights  in  land  are  constituted  or 
conveyed ;"  "  and  all  codicils,  deeds  of  nomination,  decrees  of  declarator,  and  other  writ- 
ings bearing  reference  to  conveyances  separately  granted,  and  naming  or  appointing 
persons  to  exercise  or  enjoy  the  rights  or  powere  conferred  by  such  conveyances,  shall 
be  deemed  and  taken,  for  the  purposes  of  this  act,  to  be  part  of  the  conveyances  to  which 
they  separately  bear  reference."  And  the  word  "  instrument "  is  declared  to  include 
^  notarial  instruments  authorised  by  the  act,  and  also  instruments  of  sasine.  The 
void  "  writ "  is  not  defined  in  the  act.  There  is  an  analogous  clause,  section  2,  in  the 
act  28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  148. 

VOL.  I.  2  F 
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in  it,  the  writer  of  that  portion  must  be  named  and  designed,  other- 
wise it  will  be  null  {a)M 

§  712.  C — Mentioning  the  fact  of  subscription. — ^The  testing 
clause,  of  course,  should  state  distinctly  that  the  parties  signed  the 
deed  in  presence  of  the  witnesses,  at  the  place  and  on  the  day 
specified  ;  and  when  the  execution  is  notarial,  the  testing  clause 
should  run  in  the  same  terms  as  when  the  party  signs  with  his  own 
hand,  the  subscription  by  the  notaries  being  set  forth  in  their  doc- 
quet  (6). 

§  713.  But  considerable  errors  in  the  narrative  of  the  subscrip- 
tion w^ill  be  overlooked,  if  they  do  not  destroy  its  true  meaning. 
Thus  deeds  have  been  sustained  which  were  stated  to  have  been 
"  written,"  not  "  subscribed,"  in  presence  of  the  witnesses  (c)  ;  and 
where  the  names  and  designations  of  the  witnesses  were  inserted 
without  any  statement  that  the  deed  had  been  signed  before  them, 
each  of  their  subscriptions  having  the  word  "  witness "  added  to 
it  (d ).  Deeds  by  two  persons  have  also  been  held  eflFectual,  where 
tlie  literal  meaning  of  tlie  testing  clause  was  that  only  one  of  them 
subscribed  (e). 

§  714.  D — Mentioning  the  date^  and  place  of  execution, — ^The 
constant  practice  of  conveyancers  is  to  set  forth  in  the  testing 
clause  the  date  of  execution ;  and  this  ought  always  to  be  done,  be- 
cause it  makes  the  deed  effectual  as  of  the  date  which  it  bears,  un- 
til that  is  proved  to  be  false.  But  mentioning  the  date  is  not  a 
statutory  requisite  ;   and  therefore  it  is  not  indispensible  to  the 


(a)  See  Johnstone  v.  Coldstream,  1S48,  6  D.,  1297.  (6)  Bell  on  Testing 

ClauBe,  169— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  18.  (e)  Maidownie  v.  Graham,  1712,  M^ 

16,981— Gordon  v.  Murray,  1766,  M.,  16,81S— Sinclair  v.  M*Beath,  1788,  Hume  D.. 
778— Millers  v.  Baikie,  1829,  7  S.,  444.  (d)  Doig  v.  Ker,  1741,  M.,  16,900- 

Wemyss  v.  Hay,  1  S.,  47  ;  affirmed,  1  W.  S.,  140.  (*)  Orr  ».  Wallace,  1712, 

M.,  16,919— Taylor  c.  Braco,  1748,  M.,  16,818,  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  21,  S.  C— Dunhitf 
«.  Innes,  1759,  M.,  11,644.  The  two  first  of  these  cases  occurred  in  regard  to  cautaoDvy 
ohligations  in  which  there  was  rei  itUer^mtiUy  although  that  doctrine  is  not  properlj 
brought  out  in  the  reports ;  and,  in  the  other  case,  of  Dunbar  v.  Innes,  the  Court  went 
partly  on  the  circumstance  that  the  deed  had  been  signed  in  counter-part.  See  abo 
Broomfield  r.  Young,  1762,  M.,  16,817  ;  infra,  I  721. 


14  Mortgages  and  bonds  by  railway  companies,  stamped  as  directed  in  the  act  24 
and  26  Vict.,  c.  60,  may  be  assigned  by  endorsement.  The  form  of  testing  clause  to 
the  endorsement  given  in  the  act  makes  no  mention  of  the  writer  of  it. 


§  715.  TESTING  CLAUSE.  449 

validity  of  a  deed  (/).  Consequently,  when  a  deed  is  not  dated,  a 
party  founding  on  it  as  of  a  certain  date  may  prove  his  averment 
prout  dejure  (g).  And  if  a  deed  is  misdated  through  mistake  or 
without  a  fraudulent  design,  it  is  good  as  of  its  true  date,  which 
may  be  proved  by  extrinsic  evidence  (A). 

§  715.  But  it  has  been  repeatedly  held  that  misdating  for  a 
fraudulent  or  improper  purpose  is  fatal  to  a  deed,  in  so  far  as  it 
might  confer  benefit  on  any  person  privy  to  the  fraud  (t).  Mr  Tait 
thinks  that  "  it  may  deserve  consideration  how  far  a  deed,  admitted 
or  proved  to  be  genuine,  ought  to  be  cut  down  entirely  on  acccFunt 
of  the  falsehood  of  the  date,  and  whether  it  might  not  be  sufficient 
to  hold  it  to  be  of  a  date  the  most  unfavourable  to  the  party  found- 
ing upon  it."  Yet  even  in  this  modified  view,  as  well  as  in  the 
strict  rule  followed  in  the  decisions,  there  seems  to  be  a  want  of 
proper  discrimination  between  the  civil  and  the  criminal  qualities 
of  the  act  of  misdating.  To  refuse  any  effect  to  a  misdated  deed, 
or  to  attribute  to  it  the  date  most  unfavourable  to  the  party,  when 
that  is  clearly  not  its  true  date,  is  to  decide  against  the  real  facts 
in  regard  to  a  matter  of  civil  right  tod  of  evidence,  on  account  of 
considerations  of  a  criminal  and  penal  character ;  while  so  indis- 
criminate a  mode  of  treating  such  frauds  or  misdemeanours  might 
inflict  too  great  punishment  in  some  cases,  and  too  small  in  others. 
The  correct  principle  seems  to  be,  that  a  misdated  deed  should  be 
received  as  of  its  real  date,  and  that  the  question  whether  any,  and 


'  (/)  Wemyss  v.  Hay,  1821,  1  S.,  47 ;  affirmed,  1  W^.  S.,  140— Grant  t>.  Grant,  1662, 
M.,  11,497— Bayne  v,  Caivie,  1678,  M.,  11,640— Elphinstone  v.  L.  Cranatoun,  1682,  2 
B.  Snp.,  12— and  cases  in  M.,  16,896 ;  16,926,  et  seq,;  16,970. 

(g)  Tait  Ev.,  188— Fletcher,  1681,  2  B.  Sup.,  7— Hamilton  «.  Sinclair,  1021,  M., 
16,926— Thornton  v.  Milne,  1666,  M.,  12,277.  So  where  marginal  additions  are  not 
specified  in  the  testing  clause,  they  must  be  proved  to  have  been  signed  the  same  day 
as  the  deed,  if  their  effect  depends  on  their  dates ;  L.  Durie  v.  Gibson,  1667,  M.,  16,927 
—Johnstone  v.  Johnstone,  1688,  M..  17,063.  (A)  Amot  ».  Gairden,  1780,  M., 

12,286— L.  May  r.  Ross,  1667,  M.,  12,279— Yeats  v.  Yeats'  Tr.,  1888,  11  S.,  916— 
Campbell  f>.  Fisher,  1838,  16  S.,  1279— Winram  r.  Anderson,  1629,  M.,  6749.  See  also 
Simpson  o.  Archbishop  of  St  Andrews,  1688,  2  B.  Sup.,  44. 

(t)  So  held  where  a  deed  had  been  antedated  to  defeat  the  plea  of  deathbed ;  Merry 
9.  Howie,  1801 ;  affirmed  1806,  M.,  "  Writ,"  App.,  No.  8 ;— and  to  defeat  an  inhibition ; 
Edmiston  v.  Sime,  1686,  M.,  17,062 ; — and  to  give  an  undue  preference  to  an  assigna- 
tion, M*Math  t>.  Oliphant,  1674,  M.,  12,666 ;  8  B.  Sup.,  86,  S.  C— Home  «.  Brown,  1672, 
2  B.  Sup.,  686— See  also  Keith  v,  Robertson,  1626,  M.,  12,271.  But  see  M^Kenzie  ». 
Fnuer,  1748,  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  16,  where  a  biU  granted  in  March  1716,  but  dated 
August  1716,  to  avoid  the  objection  that  the  granter  was  in  rebellion  at  its  date,  was 
sustained  on  proof  of  onerosity.  It  seems  to  have  been  challenged  by  the  granter  *  but 
the  report  is  not  clear  on  that  point. 

2f2 
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what,  penalty  should  be  inflicted  for  the  wrongful  act,  ought  to  be 
matter  of  separate  investigation.  This,  moreover,  is  the  only  way 
in  which  the  fine  to  be  imposed  for  the  fraud  would  be  secured  to 
the  fisk,  instead  of  going  to  a  private  person,  who  has  no  just  right 
to  it. 

§  716.  A  third  party  not  implicated  in  the  fraud  would,  of 
course,  be  entitled  to  use  a  misdated  deed  as  of  its  true  date. 

§  717.     A  deed  executed  on  Sunday  is  valid  (ft). 

§  718.  The  place  where  the  deed  is  executed  is  generally  men- 
tioned in  the  testing  clause.  This  is  often  of  great  use  in  questions 
of  authenticity ;  but,  not  being  a  statutory  requisite,  it  is  not  indis- 
pensible  (t). 

§  719.  E — Mentioning  the  names  and  designations  of  the  wit- 
nesses,— The  insertion  of  the  designations  of  the  witnesses  was  first 
required  by  the  act  1579,  c.  80 ;  which  enjoined  that  notarial  sub- 
scription for  persons  who  could  not  write  should  be  "  before  four 
famous  witnesses,  denominate  be  their  special  dwelling  places,  or 
sum  uther  evident  tokens,  that  the  witnesses  may  be  knawen,  being 
present  at  that  time,  otherwise  the  sadis  writs  to  make  na  faith  "  (m). 
The  sanction  of  this  act  was  enforced  in  cases  of  notarial  subscrip- 
tion (»),  to  which  the  act  was  limited  (o).  But  in  subscription  by 
the  parties  themselves  the  names  and  designations  of  the  witnesses, 
if  omitted,  were  allowed  to  be  supplied  by  a  condescendence  and 
proof  (p),  until  the  act  1681,  c.  5,  enacted  and  declared  that  all 
writs  to  be  subscribed  by  any  party  after  its  date,  "  wherein  the 
writer  and  witnesses  are  not  designed,  shall  be  null,  and  are  not 
suppliable  by  condescending  upon  the  writer,  or  the  designation  of 
the  writer  and  witnesses  "  (r). 

§  720.  Under  this  statute  the  Court  have  repeatedly  held  deeds 
null,  in  which  the  witnesses  were  either  not  designed  at  all,  or  were 


(*)  Duncan  v.  Bruce,  1684,  M.,  16,008— Yeats  v.  Yeats'  Tr.,  1838, 11  S.,  915— EUiot 
t».  Faulke,  1844,  6  D.,  411.  (/)  Vallance  v.  M*DouaU,  1709,  M.,  16,980- 

Ogilvie  V.  Baillie,  1711,  M.,  16,896;  16,930,  S.  C— Wemyss  v.  Hay.  1821, 1  S.,47: 
affirmed,  1  W.  S.,  140.  (wi)  See  the  act  quoted  at  length,  sujn^  {  689. 

(n)  Sherriff  I'.  Henderson,  1623,  M.,  16,877— Low  v.  Beatson,  1788,  M.,  16,899; 
17,082.  (o)  Erskine  (b.  iii,  t.  2,  §  11)  considers  that  the  plain  intendment  of 

the  act  1679,  was  that  the  witness  should  be  designed  where  the  party  signed  with  his 
own  hand,  and  that  the  words  of  the  act  admit  of  that  construction.  This,  however, 
may  well  be  questioned— See  1  Ross  Lee,  128.  (p)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  11 ;  3,  2, 19 

—1  Boss  Lee.,  129.  (r)  See  the  act  quoted  tupra,  I  642. 
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designed  erroneously  («).  What  is  a  sufficient  designation  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  statute.  It  ought  evidently  to  be  such  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  witness'  business  (if  he  has  any),  and  residence,  as  pro- 
perly identifies  him.  But  the  Court  have  sustained  much  more 
meagre  designations,  and  have  eked  them  out  by  inferences  which, 
perhaps,  are  hardly  warranted  by  the  terms  of  the  statute.  Thus 
the  designations  "  Merchant,"  and  "  Chirurgeon"  (t),  and  "  Doctor 
of  Medicine"  (u),  have  been  held  sufficient ;  the  Court  presuming 
that  the  witnesses  followed  their  respective  callings  in  the  place 
where  the  deed  was  signed.  So  the  designation  "  Writer  "  has  been 
sustained,  on  the  supposition  that  it  was  used  in  its  common  signifi- 
cation of  law-agent,  and  that  the  witness  followed  that  avocation  in 
the  place  where  the  authentication  took  place  (x).  But  "  Esquire  " 
has  been  held  not  to  be  sufficient  (y).  A  disposition  was  sustained 
where  one  of  the  witnesses  was  described  as  "  Eobert  Eollo,  in- 
dweller  in  Edinburgh "  ;  the  party,  however,  being  ordained  to 
"  condescend  and  design  him  "  more  specially  (z).  As  the  name 
was  unusual,  there  would  be  little  difficulty  in  discovering  the  wit- 
ness in  this  case.  But  a  similar  designation  with  a  common  name, 
such  as  "John  Smith"  or  "James  Campbell,"  would  not  suffice ; 
and  the  designation  "  indweller  in  London "  would  be  inadequate, 
unless  the  witness  was  a  well-known  person,  as,  for  example, 
Thomas  Babington  Macaulay,  or  Charles  Dickens.^* 

§  721.  Deeds  have  been  sustained  where  the  designations  of 
both  witnesses  were  merely  "  in  Inverasragan  (a),  and  "  at  Auchter- 
house"  (6),  without  any  connecting  words  ;  the  Court  holding  that 
the  witnesses  were  meant  to  be  described  as  residing  in  the  places 
named.  So  a  testing  clause  which  bore  that  the  deed  was  signed 
"  before  these  witnesses,  the  said  Thomas  Jamieson,  writer  hereof, 
and  Alexander  Jamieson,  at  Leckie,"  was  construed  as  meaning 
that  both  witnesses  resided  at  that  place ;  although  it  was  pleaded 

(f)  Besides  the  cases  in  the  following  notes,  see  those  as  to  the  designation  of  the 
writer  of  the  deed,  «^a,  i  708.  {t)  Reid  t;.  Brown,  27th  June  1700  (not 

rep.),  noted  in  Rnles  v.  Craig's  Grs.,  1712,  M.,  16,920.  (v)  Innes  v.  Innes' 

Tra.,  1800,  Hume  D.,  911.  (z)  Rnles  v.  Craig's  Crs.,  supra. 

(y)  Hnmbie  v.  Humbie,  1780,  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  3.  («)  Grant  v.  Keir, 

1698,  M.,  16,918— See  also  Baillie  v.  Somervel,  1672,  M.,  16,913. 

(a)  Wallace  v,  Campbell,  1749,  M.,  16,900.  (6)  Duncan  v.  Scrimzeour, 

1706,  M.,  16,914. 


**  "  The  proper  designation  of  any  person  is  a  statement  of  his  present  occupation 
and  residence  " ;  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  in  Joel  v.  Gill,  1859,  22  D.,  p.  12. 
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uot  unfairly,  that  the  proper  designation  of  Thomas  Jamieson  (who 
was  not  mentioned  in  a  previous  part  of  the  deed)  had  been  omit- 
ted (c).  But  where  the  witnesses  were  described  as  "  Gilbert  EUiot, 
inserter  of  the  sum,  and  Archibald  Nelson,  servitor  to  the  laird  of 
Cavers,"  the  deed  was  held  null ;  and  the  Court  refused  to  read 
"  servitors  "  in  place  of  "  servitor,"  which  was  the  proper  designation 
of  both  witnesses  (rf).  In  another  case,  where  the  deed  bore  to 
have  been  signed  "  before  these  witness,  Robert  Brown  in  Ednam 
and  John  Fish  in  Castlelaw,  writer  hereof,  and  witness  to  the  mar- 
ginal notes  also,"  the  objection  that  there  was  only  one  witness  to 
the  marginal  notes  was  repelled,  because  the  writer  of  the  deed  had 
used  "witness"  in  the  plural  number  in  a  previous  part  of  the 
clause,  and  there  could  be  no  doubt  that  he  meant  to  include  both 
of  the  witnesses  when  he  repeated  the  term  (e).  In  a  recent  case 
a  deed  was  sustained  which  bore  to  have  been  "  written  by  Thomas 
M^Qlashan,  apprentice  to  James  Carstairs  and  Son,  town-clerks  of 
Cupar,  subscribed  before  and  in  presence  of  the  said  James  Car- 
stairs,  Junior,"  (whose  name  did  not  occur  before)  ;  the  Court  pre- 
suming that  he  was  the  junior  partner  of  the  house  (/). 

Where  one  of  the  witnesses  to  a  bond  was  designed  "  brother 
german,"  in  mistake  for  "brother  in  law,"  of  a  person  properly 
named  and  designed,  the  deed  was  held  null,  although  there  could 
be  no  doubt  that  constahat  de  persona  (y). 

§  722.  With  regard  to  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  it  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  acts  1579,  c.  80,  and  1681,  c.  5,  do  not  expressly 
require  these  to  be  inserted ;  in  which  respect  they  diflFer  from  the 
act  1593,  c.  179,  which  ordains  the  "name,  surname,  and  particular 
remaining  place,"  &c.,  of  the  writer  to  be  mentioned.  The  reason 
for  this  distinction  may  perhaps  have  been,  that  as  the  witnesses' 
names  appeared  in  their  subscriptions,  their  identification  would  be 
complete,  if  only  their  designations  were  mentioned  in  the  testing 
clause ;  whereas  the  writer  of  the  deed  could  not  be  identified  un- 
less both  his  name  and  designation  were  set  forth.  But  whether 
the  omission  in  the  acts  1579  and  1681  arose  from  design  or  from 
oversight,  it  is  thought  that  a  deed  would  be  valid  in  which  the 
witnesses  were  designed,  but  not  named;  e.gr.,  where  the  testing 
clause  bore  that  the  deed  was  signed  "  before  the  witnesses  sub- 

(c)  Jameson  v.  Sheriff,  1708,  M.,  16,910.  (d)  Haldeii  v.  Ker,  1714,  M.. 

16,924,  affd.,  Cr.  and  St.,  51.  (^  Broomfield  r.  Young,  1762,  M.,  16.817. 

(/)  Donaldson  v.  Stewart,  1842,  4  D.,  1216.  (g)  Graham's  Crs.  r. 

Tiricrson,  1762,  M.,  16,902. 
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scribing,  who  are  both  writers  to  the  signet  in  Edinburgh."  As, 
however,  this  view  has  not  received  the  sanction  of  the  Court,  and 
as  the  universal  practice  is  to  mention  both  the  names  and  the 
designations  of  the  witnesses,  that  ought  always  to  be  done  (h). 

§  723.     If  the  names  of  the  witnesses  are  mentioned,  a  material 
error  in  stating  them  is  fatal  to  the  deed ;  whereas  slighter  inaccu- 
racies are  overlooked,  si  constat  de  persona.     Thus,  on  the  one  hand, 
where  the  christian  name  of  one  of  the  witnesses  to  a  deed  was 
stated  as  "  Thomas"  in  place  of  "Francis,"  and  in  another  case 
where  he  was  named  "  John  "  instead  of  "  Eobert,"  the  deed  fell, 
although  the  designation  pointed  out  who  had  been  intended  (A)*  ; 
and  a  similar  result  followed  where  a  witness  signing  "Thomas 
Hill"  was  described  as  "  Thomas  Hillock,"  the  name  by  which  he 
was  familiarly  known,  and  by  which  he  had  formerly  been  accus- 
tomed to  subscribe  {t).     On  the  other  hand,  a  deed  was  sustained 
where  one  of  the  witnesses,  who  signed  "  Wm.  C.  Davys,"  was 
mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  as  "  Major  W.  C.  Davis  of  Colonel 
French's  Levy  "  {j) ;  and  an  instrument  of  sasine  in  the  old  form  was 
held  valid  under  the  act  1681,  c.  5,  where  the  witnesses  subscribing 
as  "  William  Moir"  and  "  Alexander  Garrock"  were  mentioned  in 
the  testing  clause  as  "William  Moor"  and  Alexander  Garvock," 
their  designations  being  correct  (k).     This  decision  goes  far,  as  the 
names  inserted  in  the  deed  were  not  different  modes  of  spelling 
those  of  the  witnesses,  but  were  really  different  names. 

§  724.  F — Mentioning  marginal  additions,  erasures,  dec, — An 
important  use  of  the  testing  clause  is  to  mention  the  marginal  ad- 
ditions, erasures,  deletions,  or  other  blemishes  (if  there  be  any),  on 
the  integrity  of  the  writing  (J).  These  ought  to  be  specified  clearly 
and  minutely.  If  there  are  marginal  additions,  the  testing  clause 
ought  to  state  the  pages  on  which  they  respectively  occur,  and  that 
they  were  signed  by  the  parties  before  the  witnesses  who  attest  the 
deed.  In  mentioning  words  written  on  erasure,  some  conveyancers 
are  accustomed  merely  to  state  their  number  and  the  lines  of  tlie 
pages  where  they  appear.     But  this  is  a  loose  and  dangerous  prac- 


(A)  In  Morton  v.  Hnnter  &  Co.,  1828,  7  S.,  172;  affd.,  4  W.  S..  379,  an  erasure  in 
the  christian  name  of  a  witness  was  held  not  to  be  a  nullity  under  the  act  1681,  c.  6. 

(A*)  Douglas,  Heron,  &  Go.  v.  Clark,  1787,  M.,  16,908— Abercromby  v.  Innes,  1717. 
M.,  17,022.  (t)  Archibald  v.  Marshall,  1787,  M.,  16,907 ;  Hailes,  1085,  S.  C. 

This  decision  may  be  questioned.  (j)  Dicksons  v.  Goodall,  1820,  Hume  D.,  025. 

(*)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  2d  March  1815,  F.  C.  (/)  Ersk.,  3,  2,  20— Ross  Lee, 

H3-Dufr  Feud,  Con.,  22— Tait  Ev.,  75. 
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tice,  as  it  would  be  easy  to  erase  the  words  so  mentioned,  and  to 
substitute  for  them  others  of  the  same  number  but  materially 
different  in  meaning,  without  the  testing  clause  furnishing  mate- 
rials for  detecting  the  fraud.  The  only  safe  course,  therefore,  is  to 
repeat  in  that  clause  the  words  which  have  been  written  on  erasure, 
mentioning  the  places  in  the  deed  where  they  occur,  and  stating 
that  they  were  so  written  before  the  deed  was  subscribed.  If  any 
words  are  deleted  they  should  be  specified  in  the  same  way. 

§  725.  When  the  testing  clause  mentions  the  alterations  dis- 
tinctly, in  the  mode  above  mentioned,  the  deed  is  probative  in  its 
altered  state,  and  any  one  who  alleges  that  the  alterations  were 
made  after  subscription  or  for  a  wrongful  purpose,  must  bear  the 
burden  of  proving  that  averment. 

How  far  deeds  containing  erasures  or  marginal  additions  wdll  be 
sustained,  where  the  testing  clause  does  not  comply  with  these  re- 
quisites, is  considered  afterwards  (m). 

§  726.  Gr — Of  completing  the  testing  clavse, — According  to  strict 
principle  the  testing  clause  of  a  deed  ought  to  be  completed  either 
before  its  authentication,  or  immediately  afterwards,  in  presence  of 
the  parties  and  witnesses  subscribing  (n).  But  this  rule  could  not 
be  followed  in  practice  without  causing  great  inconvenience ;  as 
many  deeds  are  executed  at  a  distance  from  the  conveyancer's  place 
of  business,  and  when  neither  the  writer  of  the  deed  nor  any  other 
competent  person  is  at  hand  to  complete  it.  The  practice  therefore 
is  to  leave  a  blank  for  the  date  and  place  of  execution,  and  the 
names  and  designations  of  the  witnesses,  and  to  insert  these  par- 
ticulars as  soon  as  can  conveniently  be  done  after  execution.  The 
diflSculty  of  defining  any  precise  time  within  which  the  testing 
clause  may  be  completed,  and  the  absence  of  any  statutory  rule  on 
the  point,  have  led  to  considerable  laxity  both  in  the  practice  of 
conveyancers,  and  in  the  decisions  of  the  Court,  in  this  class  of  cases. 
An  assignation  was  sustained  in  which  the  writer  was  not  designed 
in  the  testing  clause,  but  by  the  words  "  and  writer  hereof"  being 
added  to  his  subscription  as  a  witness.  It  was  also  held  not  to  be 
too  late  to  complete  the  deed  by  making  this  addition  though  it 


(ffi)  See  infira,  i  781,  and  chapter  on  vitiationB  in  writings,  Part  ii,  b.  i,  1. 1,  c.  6. 

(n)  Every  deed  involves  an  anachronism ;  because  where  the  testing  clause  is  com- 
})leted  before  the  execution,  it  narrates  as  past  what  has  still  to  take  place ;  while,  on 
tJic  other  hand,  if  the  subscription  and  attestation  are  adhibited  before  completing  the 
deed,  they  give  probative  effect  to  the  narrative  which  is  afterwards  inserted  above  them, 
and  with  th^  terms  of  wliich  the  parties  and  witnesses  are  seldom  made  acquainted. 
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had  been  produced  in  a  process  of  competition  for  an  office  of  exe- 
cutor, and  the  record  had  been  closed,  and  an  interlocutor  pro- 
nounced in  which  it  was  referred  to  in  its  incomplete  state.  The 
point,  however,  was  mixed  up  with  a  question  of  homologation  (w*). 
§  727.  The  only  limit  which  has  yet  been  prescribed  on  the 
point  is,  that  the  testing  clause  may  not  be  completed  after  the 
party  has  raised  action  or  execution  upon  the  deed,  or  has  placed 
it  beyond  his  control  in  a  public  register  (o).  Thus  a  marriage- 
contract  was  sustained,  although  the  testing  clause  had  not  been 
completed  until  after  both  the  spouses  had  died,  and  until  eleven 
years  after  the  date  of  the  deed  (p  ).  Thus,  also,  a  deed  of  ratifi- 
cation, the  testing  clause  of  which  was  filled  up  after  an  interval 
of  thirty-two  years,  was  held  effectual  (r).  In  another  case  the 
testing  clause  of  a  cash  credit  bond  had  been  inserted  immediately 
upon  subscription ;  but  after  the  deed  had  been  for  a  considerable 
time  in  the  custody  of  the  creditor,  and  after  the  principal  debtor 
had  become  bankrupt,  it  was  observed  that  the  name  of  one  of  the 
witnesses  had  been  engrossed  erroneously;  whereupon  an  addi- 
tion was  made  to  the  testing  clause  in  the  following  terms — "  I  say 
Eobert  Dickson,  his  servant,  the  word  *  Gibson '  being  a  chiro- 
graphical  error  of  the  writer  in  filling  up  the  last  line  of  the  testing 
clause ;  all  written  by  the  said  James  Fraser,"  who  had  written  the 
body  of  the  deed.  It  was  strongly  pleaded  that  such  an  alteration 
on  a  completed  deed  could  not  be  made  ex  intervallo.  But  the 
Court  unanimously  repelled  the  objection  on  the  ground  that  the 
testing  clause  might  be  completed,  or  errors  in  it  corrected,  any 
time  before  producing  the  deed  in  judgment  («).  Again,  where  a 
deed,  in  which  the  name  of  one  of  the  witnesses  appeared  as  Cram- 
mord,  had  been  given  in  for  registration  in  the  books  of  Council 
and  Session,  had  been  entered  in  the  minute  book,  and  an  extract 
of  it  had  been  issued,  as  if  it  had  been  recorded ;  but  where  before 
it  had  been  actually  engrossed  in  the  register,  the  party  borrowed 
it  up  in  terms  of  the  act  1685,  c.  38,  within  six  months  of  present- 
ment, and  added  a  clause  mentioning  that  the  name  of  the  witness 
was  Crammond,  and  where  it  was  pleaded  that  the  deed  could  not 


(n»)  Macpherson  v.  Macpheraon,  1856,  17  D.,  867.  (o)  BeU's  Pr.,  J  2226— 

Mora's  Notes,  406— Tait  Ev.,  104— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  19.  See  Dury  v.  Dury,  1768,  M., 
16,986 ;  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  27,  S.  C,  supra,  §  666,  as  to  a  deed  in  which  the  testing 
clause  was  crowded  in  above,  and  was  partly  below  the  signatures. 

{p)  Dick's  Tr.  v.  Dick,  1798,  Hume  D.,  908.  This  case  was  not  decided  on  the 
ground  of  the  ret  interventut  arising  from  the  marriage.  (r)  Blair  v.  Stewart, 

1827,  6  S.,  51.  (*)  Bank  of  Scotland  v.  Telfer's  Crs.,  1790,  M.,  16,909. 
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1h*  go  altered  after  having  been  given  in  for  regi8tTatioii,Midifttf 
the  granters  death, — the  Court  of  Session  and  the  House  of  Loii 
repelled  the  objection  (f).     The  reason  was,  that  the  de^dhadwii 
been  beyond  the  party's  control  when  it  was  borrowed  up  and  o:c 
reeled.     On  the  converse  of  this  principle,  the  testing  clause  tf 
deed  cannot  be  completed  or  altered  after  it  has  been  presented  i 
registration  in  the  books  of  a  Sheriff  Court ;  as  there  is  no  cd 
sponding  power  to  borrow  up  deeds  from  these  records  (u). 

The  case  where  the  Court  seem  to  have  gone  farthest  in 
taining  deeds  completed  ex  iniervalh^  was  one  in  which  ihey 
Iielled  the  objection  to  an  instrument  of  sasine,  that  it  p 
4m  a  disposition,  the  testing  clause  of  which  was  not  completi 
until  some  time  after  the  sasine  had  been  expede  (x).    The  gr* 
of  judgment,  as  appearing  in  the  note  of  the  Lord  Ordinaiy  (M 
creiff),  was,  that  both  the  disposition  and  the  instrument  being 
mal  ex  facie,  they  could  not  be  challenged  in  the  hands  of  a 
party  on  the  ground  of  such  a  latent  objection,  which  did  not  i 
fraud  ;  that  the  delivery  of  the  deed  was  a  warrant  to  the  grafi 
to  complete  the  testing  clause ;  and  that  w^hen  a  deed  cont^itf 
formal  testing  clause  it  must  be  presumed  juris  et  de  jure  to  h 
been  completed  at  the  proper  date  (y)." 

§  728.  But  while  these  cases  show  that  the  completion  of 
testing  clause  ex  intervallo  is  not  incompetent,  such  an  irregul 
ought  in  all  cases  to  be  avoided,  and  has  been  disapproved  of  in 
House  of  Lords  (z).  Nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  if  a  deed  was  im- 
pugned on  the  ground  that  erasures  or  additions  mentioned  in  tbt 
testing  clause  had  been  made  after  subscription,  the  circumstance 
that  that  part  of  the  deed  had  been  filled  in  at  a  considerable  ui-' 
terval,  and  out  of  the  presence  of  the  granter  of  the  deed,  would  be 
materially  injurious  to  its  validity  (a).     It  will  also  be  a  pwp*^ 

(t)  Macleod  v.  Cunninghame,  1841,  3  D.,  1288;  affd.,  6  BeU'a  Ap.  Ca.,  210.  BoA 
the  Court  of  Session  and  House  of  Lords  were  influenced  by  a  report  upon  the  pn^ 
in  the  register  office.  (w)  Brown  v.  Rankine,  11th  March  1809,  F.  C.-Bin^y 

V.  Brown,  1811,  Hume  D.,  928.  (z)  Leith  Bank  v.  Walker's  Tr..  1886,  U^ 

832.  (y)  See  also  per  L.  Just.-Clcrk  in  Johnstone  v,  Coldstream,  18^  ^^'' 

1806- Shaw  v.  Shaw,  1861,  18  D.,  877.  (a)  Per  L.  Brougham  in  Keddef* 

Reid,  1840,  1  Rob.  Ap.,  188.  (a)  See  Boswell  v.  Boawell,  1852,  W  D.,  88^.1* 

**  In  a  recent  o»i8e,  it  was  held  that  a  transfer  of  shares  of  stock  was  sufficiently  tf* 
dored  though  the  testing  clauHo  was  not  filled  up;  and  it  was  observed,  in  confonni. 
with  the  law  in  tho  text,  that  a  party  who  siibsjcribed  a  deed,  leaving  a  blank  fo'  ^ 
testing  clause,  and  dclivored  it,  gave  a  mandate  to  fill  up  the  testing  clause;  R*'^  * 
Primrone,  1859,  21  I).,  9«)6.  But  see  M*Neille  r.  Cowie,  infra,  note  >7,  where  it  *» 
avcnod  that  no  blank  had  been  loft  for  the  testing  clause. 
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ibject  for  inquiry  regarding  a  deed  completed  after  a  long  interval, 
:  "hether  there  were  sufficient  materials  for  filling  it  up  in  accord- 
..  Qce  with  the  facts. 
i .     §  729.     It  is  irrelevant  to  challenge  a  signed  and  completed  deed 

n  the  ground  that  the  parties  intended  it  should  remain  blank  in 

he  testing  clause  and  improbative  (b),^'^ 

XIII.  0/the  Authenticaficm  o/Jtfarginal  AcMitions  and 

Interlineations. 

§  730.     When  any  addition  requires  to  be  made  to  a  deed  before 
mbscription,  it  ought  to  be  written  on  the  margin  and  signed  by 
Ihe  party  with  his  name  divided  on  each  side  of  it ;  and  it  ought 
:  llso  to  be  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause,  in  the  mode  described 
-In  a  previous  section.     Some  conveyancers  also  require  the  instru- 
'  fiaentary  witnesses  to  sign  such  additions  (c) ;  a  precaution  which 
c  certainly  increases  their  probative  value,  although  it  is  neither  re- 
i:  Quired  by  statute  nor  adopted  in  general  practice.     As  there  is  no 
rtatutory  rule  for  the  authentication  of  marginal  additions,  inter- 
?lineation8,  and  the  like,  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  the  consequence 
of  omitting  any  of  the  customary  safeguards  for  their  genuineness. 
§  731.     The  part/s  signature,  or  at  least  his  initials,  to  marginal 
additions  seem  to  be  indispensible,  even  where  they  are  mentioned 
in  the  testing  clause ;  because  such  detached  words  are  not  authen- 
ticated by  merely  subscribing  the  page,  nor  does  the  mention  of 
them  in  the  testing  clause  suffice  to  import  them  into  the  deed  (c?). 

L.  Just-Clerk  Hope.  (6)  Shaw  t?.  Shaw,  tupra.  (c)  See  Duff  Feud. 

Con.,  22.  This  seems  sometimes  to  have  been  considered  necessary  unless  there  had 
been  homologation,  or  the  deed  had  been  signed  in  counter-part ;  see  Bruce  t;.  Bruce, 
1770,  M.,  10,806;  affirmed,  2  Pat.,  268— Boswal  v.  Boswal,  1708,  M.,  17,026— A  B, 
1762,  5  B.  Sup.,  808.  {d)  See  1  Ross  Lee,  148— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  22— Miller 

V.  Lambert,  1848,  10  D.,  1419— Carnegie  v.  Ramsay,  1796,  4  B.  Sup.,  242— Bruce  v. 
Stewart.  1666,  2  ib.,  427. 


^^  The  decision  in  the  case  of  Shaw  v.  Shaw  has  been  doubt-ed,  and  is  not  reconcile- 
able  with  the  case  of  M*Neille  v.  Cowie,  where,  when  a  pursuer  averred  that  he  had 
sent  to  the  defender  a  signed  offer  for  a  lease,  which  he  afterwards  withdrew,  and  that 
after  he  had  withdrawn  it,  the  defender  wrote  a  testing  clause  between  the  end  of  the 
document  and  the  pursuer's  signature — the  Court  aUowed  him  an  issue.  Whether  the 
docament  whb  delivered  as  a  completed  document  to  the  defender  before  the  testing 
clause  was  added?  and  Whether  the  defender,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  pursuer, 
wrongfully  added  to  the  testing  clause  the  words  in  question?  M'Neille  v.  Cowie,  1868, 
20  D.,  1229 ;  30  Scot.  Jur.,  727. 
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But  when  deeds  are  signed  in  couuter-part,  a  marginal  addition  on 
one  of  the  duplicates,  although  unsigned,  will  be  binding  on  the 
party  who  produces  that  copy  (c)  ;  whereas  it  will  not  be  sustained 
in  his  favour  (/).  An  addition  holograph  of  the  granter  of  the  deed 
is  binding,  although  unsubscribed  (gr).  In  one  case  a  bond,  which 
from  its  whole  scope  and  tenor  had  evidently  been  meant  to  provide 
an  annuity  of  300  merks,  was  sustained  to  that  extent,  although 
the  word  "yearly"  occurred  only  on  the  margin,  and  was  not 
signed  (A). 

§  732.  It  is  not  essential  for  the  testing  clause  to  mention  that 
the  marginal  addition  was  signed  by  the  party  or  before  the  instru- 
mentary  witnesses ;  the  general  statement  as  to  the  execution  ap- 
plying to  it,  as  well  as  to  the  body  of  the  deed  (i).  And  for  the 
same  reason,  it  is  not  indispensible  to  mention  who  is  the  writer  of 
the  addition  (Ar).  But  if  ocular  inspection  shows  that  it  was  not 
Avritten  by  the  writer  of  the  body  of  the  deed,  it  will  fall,  unless 
it  is  holograph,  or  the  writer  of  it  is  named  (/).  It  was  once  held 
that  a  marginal  addition,  signed  by  notaries  along  with  the  rest  of 
a  deed  by  a  person  who  could  not  write,  was  not  binding,  because 
their  authority  to  sign  it  was  not  set  forth  (m).  But  this  decision 
may  be  questioned,  as  the  general  statement  of  authority  seems  to 
cover  the  subscription  of  these  as  well  as  the  main  part  of  the 
deed  (n). 

§  733.  It  has  been  held  that  a  marginal  addition,  whether  holo- 
graph or  signed  by  the  party,  is  not  probative  of  its  date,  unless  it 
is  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  or  signed  T)y  the  instrumentarj' 
witnesses  (o). 

§  734.  These  remarks  apply  also  to  interlineations ;  which  are 
effectual  when  signed  by  the  party,  and  mentioned  in  the  testing 


(e)  Stair,  4,  42,  19  (3)— Erek.,  8,  2,  20— Smith  t».  D.  Gordon,  1701,  M.,  16,987- 
Boswal  V.  BoBwal,  1708,  M.,  17,025.  (/)  Stair,  tupra—Eisk.,  wpr€k 

(^)  See  Bruce  v.  Stewart,  supra — Horsbnrgh  v.  Horsburgh,  1848,  10  D.,  824. 

(A)  Stewart  ».  Bruce,  1666,  1  B.  Sup.,  629.  (t)  Cuming  v.  Aberdeen  Pres- 

bytery, 1721,  Rob.  Ap.Ca.,  864— Spottiswood  v.  Prestongrange's  Cra.,  1741,  M.,  16,811; 
6  B.  Sup.,  709,  S.  C— King  t;.  Greenock  Bank,  1886,  14  S.,  861— See  alao  Bruce  v. 
Bruce,  1770,  M.,  10,806 ;  afllrmed,  2  Pat.,  268— Broomfield  w.  Young,  1762,  M.,  16,817, 
noted  mpra^  ?  721.  (A)  Cuming  w.  Aberdeen  Presbytery,  atq>ra — Spottiswood  v. 

Prestongrange's  Crs.,  nipra,  (I)  See  L.  Durie  v.  Gibson,  1667,  M.,  16,927. 

(m)  Elliots  V.  Riddle,  1696,  M.,  16,888.  (n)  See  nipra,  notes  (t),  (k). 

(o)  L.  Durie  v.  Gibson,  1667,  M.,  16,927— Johnstone  v.  Johnstone.  1688,  M.,  17,068. 
Lord  Stair  thinks  it  doubtful  whether  the  marginal  addition,  even  when  signed  by  both 
the  party  and  the  witnesses,  will  be  held  as  of  the  date  of  the  deed,  if  it  is  not  men- 
tioncd  in  the  te6tiii;LC  clause;  Stair,  4,  42,  19  (8). 
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clause,  but  are  subject  to  the  same  objections  as  marginal  additions, 
when  either  of  these  formalities  is  omitted. 


XIV.  Of  Marking  each  Page  of  the  Deed  with  its  Number. 

§  735.  The  act  1696,  c.  15,  requires  that  the  pages  of  deeds 
written  bookwise  be  "  marked  with  the  numbers  first,  second,  &c. ;" 
and  this  direction  is  followed  in  practice  by  marking  the  top  of  each 
page  with  its  number  in  words.  But  deeds  have  been  sustained 
where  the  numbers  were  only  in  figures  (^  )  ;  and  where  the  num- 
bers of  some  of  the  pages  were  written  in  words  on  erasures,  the 
pages  being  undoubtedly  continuous,  as  shown  by  the  catchwords, 
and  the  number  of  them  being  properly  mentioned  in  the  testing 
clause  (r).  From  this  decision  it  would  seem  that  the  omission  to 
number  the  pages  would  not  be  visited  with  nullity,  provided  their 
continuity  and  genuineness  were  unquestionable  («).  Their  num- 
ber does  not  require  to  be  mentioned  in  deeds  which  extend  over 
only  one  sheet,  although  consisting  of  several  pages  (t)?^ 

_^ ^ ' 

(/>)  E.  Caasilifl'  Tr.  v,  Kennedy,  1881,  9  S.,  668.  (r)  Wood  v.  Ker,  1888,  1 

D.,  14,  («)  See  tupra,  §§  704,  5.  {t)  See  ntpra,  U  659,  704. 


I 
.  I 


IB  The  caae  of  Wood  v,  Ker  hardly  warrants  the  inference  in  the  text.  But  this  is  of 
little  consequence,  as  it  is  now  unnecessary  to  page  deeds  in  any  way.  In  a  recent  case, 
Lord  Ckrwan  held  that  an  unpaged  deed,  if  held  to  be  a  Scotch  deed,  was  improbative 
and  nvH ;  the  number  of  pages  was,  besides,  stated  erroneously  in  the  testing  clause  ; 
and  the  First  Division  found  that  the  deed  had  not  been  executed  in  conformity  with 
the  statutory  solemnities,  and  could  not  receive  effect  as  a  deed  probative  by  the  law  of 
Scotland ;  Earl  of  Hopetoun  v.  Scots  Mines  Co.,  2d  June  1854 ;  reported  1856,  18  D., 
789.  In  Thomson  v.  MacCrummen's  Trustees  a  deed  written  on  seven  pages  was  re- 
duced as  not  authenticated  because  the  pages  were  not  numbered,  although  their  num- 
ber was  stated  correctly  in  the  testing  clause,  and  at  the  bottom  of  each  page  there  was 
a  catchword.  The  House  of  Lords  held  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute  were  impera- 
tive, and  affirmed  the  judgment ;  Thomson  v.  MacCrummen's  Trustees,  1856,  18  D., 
470 ;  affirmed  and  reported  under  the  name  of  Galbraith  and  others  (MacCrummen's 
Trustees)  v,  the  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Bank,  1859,  81  Scot.  Jur.,  425. 

But  after  the  judgment  in  that  case  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  before  the  judg- 
ment in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  act  19  and  20  Vfct.,  c.  89,  was  passed,  providing  that 
after  1st  September  1856  it  shall  not  be  competent  to  challenge  any  deed  on  the 
ground  that  the  pages  are  not  marked  by  numbers ;  the  act  provides  that  it  shall  not 
be  construed  "  to  affect  any  question  which  may  have  been  in  dependence  in  any  Court 
prior  to  the  passing  of  this  act,  or  any  judgment  already  pronounced,  or  any  decree 
which  has  already  gone  out,  or  the  provision  of  the  said  recited  act  (1696,  c.  15),  or  of 
any  other  act  or  acts  of  Parliament  as  to  mentioning  in  the  testing  clause  the  number 
of  the  pages  of  which  the  deed  consists,  or  the  provision  as  to  signing  each  page  of  the 
deed,  or  any  other  provision  of  the  said  recited  act." 
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XV.  Of  Batification  of  Deeds  by  Married  Women* 

§  736.  In  olden  times  much  inconvenience  arose  from  deeds  by 
married  women,  although  granted  to  third  parties  and  for  oncrooB 
causes,  being  reducible  on  slight  proof  of  marital  influence.  To 
remedy  this  evil  it  became  the  practice  to  get  wives  to  ratify  their 
deeds  on  oath  before  a  judge,  and  out  of  the  presence  of  their  hus- 
bands. This  proceeding  received  the  authority  of  the  legislatme 
in  the  act  1481,  c.  83 ;  which,  adopting  a  decision  of  the  Lords  of 
Council,  enacted  that  "ane  woman  conjunct  fear,  makand  faith 
(swearing)  that  scho  sail  never  cum  against  the  alienation  thereof, 
sail  nocht  be  hearde  afterwards  to  impugne  the  said  alienation.* 
There  is,  however,  no  statute  which  enjoins  judicial  ratification,  as 
a  solemnity  in  deeds  by  married  woman  (u), 

§  737  The  ratification  used  to  be  emitted  before  a  judge  in 
open  Court.  It  now  takes  place  in  presence  of  any  magistrate  or 
justice  of  peace  at  his  private  residence  (x);  the  wife  appearing  be- 
fore him,  along  with  a  notary  and  two  witnesses,  and  emitting  a 
solemn  oath  and  declaration  that  the  deed  is  subscribed  by  her 
voluntarily,  and  that  she  will  not  challenge  or  impugn  it  (y).  In 
Erskine's  time  it  was  becoming  the  practice  to  use  the  wife's  de- 
claration, instead  of  her  oath ;  but  that  learned  author  doubts  the 
sufiiciency  of  such  ratifications  (2).  They  would  probably  not  be 
sustained,  unless  emitted  by  persons  having  right  by  statute  to  ofiFer 
declarations  instead  of  oaths. 

§  738.  The  procedure  is  usually  recorded  in  a  notarial  instru- 
ment (a);  which  is  indorsed  on  the  deed,  and  is  signed  by  the  wife, 
the  magistrate  and  notary,  and  two  witnesses.  But  some  convey- 
ancers dispense  with  the  attendance  of  a  nolary,  and  use  simply  a 
narrative  of  the  ratification,  signed  by  the  wife,  the  magistrate  and 
the  witnesses  (6).  If  the  husband  was  present,  the  ratification  is 
null;  as  it  is  presumed  to  have  been  emitted  under  his  influence  (c). 


(u)  The  subject  of  these  sections  is  fully  treated  by  Mr  Fraser  in  1  Pers.  and  Dom. 
Rel.,  488,  et  seq.  (z)  Erak.,  1,  6,  88—1  Fraser,  488— Duff  Feud.  CJon..  188. 

Being  an  act  of  voluntary  jurisdiction,  the  ratification  may  take  place  before  a  judge  or 
magistrate  within  wliose  territory  none  of  the  parties  reside.  Ersk.,  ib. ;  Fraser,  ib. : 
Wallace,  219.  (y)  It  was  supposed  that  the  oath  had  been  abolished  by  the 

general  words  of  tlie  act  6  and  6  Will.  IV,  c.  62.  But  the  act  6  and  7  WiU.  IV,  c  48, 
declares  that  the  ratification  should  proceed  on  oath  as  formerly.  (z)  Ersk., 

supra.  (a)  Ersk.,  1,  6,  84— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  188.  (b)  1  Fraser,  484. 

(c)  Ersk.,  #tt;>ro— Bank.,  1,  6,  76— Mack.  Inst.,  1,  6,  14  (vol.  ii,  287)— 1  Fraaer,  434. 
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Nay  more,  it  seems  to  be  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  ratification 
that  his  absence  be  set  forth  (d). 

§  739.  The  ratification,  being  a  formal  ministerial  act,  cannot 
be  proved  by  parole  (e).  It  is  incomplete  without  the  signature  of 
the  wife,  or  of  two  notaries  subscribing  for  her  if  she  cannot 
write  (/). 

§  740.  As  this  ceremony  is  not  enjoined  by  statute,  it  is  not 
essential  to  the  validity  of  a  deed  granted  by  a  married  woman. 
It«  purpose  is  not  to  authenticate  the  subscription,  but  to  prove 
that  the  deed,  admitted  to  be  genuine,  was  not  extorted  from  the 
granter  by  force  or  fear  of  her  husband.  Accordingly,  a  deed  which 
wants  this  solemnity  is  valid,  until  reduced  by  the  wife  on  the 
ground  that  her  husband  coerced  her  to  grant  it ;  and  the  want  of 
the  ratification  is  only  a  circumstance,  although  a  highly  important 
one,  tending  to  prove  coercion  (g).  Professor  Bell  is  therefore  in 
error,  when  he  states  that  deeds  by  a  wife  "  are  presumed  to  pro- 
ceed from  her  husband's  undue  influence,  the  presumption  being 
counteracted  by  her  judicial  ratification"  (A). 

In  an  action  by  a  mother  against  her  son  for  proving  the  tenor 
of  a  deed  executed  by  her  during  her  husband's  life,  the  facts  of 
her  having  the  deed  cancelled  in  her  hands,  and  not  having  ratified 
it,  were  held  to  raise  a  presumption  that  she  had  cancelled  it  her- 
self (i). 

§  741.  On  the  other  hand,  a  deed  which  has  been  formally 
ratified  cannot  be  challenged  on  the  ground  that  the  granter  was 
coerced  by  her  husband  into  signing  it ;  and  therefore  an  action  of 
reduction  on  that  head  would  be  dismissed  as  irrelevant  (i).  But 
if  the  wife  averred  that  the  ratification,  as  well  as  the  deed,  was 


{d)  Erak.,  ««pra— Fraser,  ntpra.  {e)  Mitchelflon  v,  Mowbray,  1635,  M.,  6960; 

6078 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  854,  857 ;  S.  C— Swinton  v.  Brown,  1668,  M.,  8412 ;  8408 ;  S.  C. 

—1  Fraeer,  484.  (/)  Bell  v.  Mow,  1686,  M.,  12,526— Gordon  v.  Maxwell. 

1678,  M.,  12,588.    Anthorities  in  preceding  note.    But  see  Amot  9.  Scott,  1678,  M., 

6091.  {g)  Buchan  r.  Risk,  1384,  12  S.,  511— Hepburn  v.  Nasmyth,  1618,  M., 

6069 — Stuart  v.  Hutchiaon,  1681,  M.,  7762— Johnstone  v.  Napier,  1708,  M.,  16,511— 

Hay  V.  Oumming,  1706,  M.,  16,506— Smith  v.  M'Keand,  4th  June  1886,  7  Sc.  Jur., 

897— Erak.,  1,  6,  86— Bankt.,  1,  5,  76—1  Bell's  Com.,  148,  note  1—1  Fraser,  486— Duff 

Feud.  Con.,  189.    In  Macdougall  Brisbane,  Ist  March  1850, 12  D.,  917,  the  Court  autho- 

rised  an  instrument  of  disentail  by  a  married  woman  to  be  judicially  ratified  ob  mc^'orem 

tmtdam;  but  were  of  opinion  that  the  proceeding  was  unnecessary,  as  the  estate  was  to 

be  acquired  by  her  in  fee-simple,  and  not  by  a  third  person,  or  in  any  degree  by  her 

husband.  (A)  Bell's  Pr.,  J  1615.  (t)  Houston  v,  Schaw,  1711,  Rob.  Ap. 

Ca.,  561.  (*)  1481,  o.  88— Mack.  Inst.,  1,  7, 14  (vol.  ii,  p.  287)— Craig,  2, 

22, 16— Erak.,  1,  6,  84—1  BelVs  Com.,  148— Bankt.,  1,  5,  76. 
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extorted  from  her  vi  et  metu  of  her  husband, — ^is  the  formal  act  9o 
ahsolntelj  probatto  probata  of  free  consent  that  it  cannot  be  cotrn- 
teracted  by  any  proof,  however  convincing  ?  In  one  case  the  Court 
found  the  ratification  "  sufficient  to  purge  all  action  super  meiu,  al- 
though the  woman  replied  that  the  same  ratification  and  oath  were 
extorted  also,  per  eandem  vim  et  rnetum  "  (T).  This  decision  is  in 
accordance  with  the  unqualified  opinion  of  Craig  (m),  that  a  wife 
is  not  to  be  heard  in  challenge  of  her  judicial  consent ;  while  Mac- 
kenzie also  holds  that  the  ratification  absolutely  bars  challenge 
**  propter  religionem  sacramenti"  (n) ;  and  Bankton  (o)  lays  down 
that  it  excludes  reduction,  although  she  was  actually  compelled. 
This  view,  however,  which  only  allows  redress  where  the  coercion 
is  slight,  and  not  where  it  is  extreme,  is  challenged  by  Erskine  {p) 
as  "  contrary  to  the  rules  of  reason  and  repugnant  both  to  the  canon 
law  (r),  which  gives  conclusive  effect  only  to  such  ratifications  as 
are  made  sine  vi  aut  doh^  and  to  the  principle  on  which  our  prac- 
tice  is  founded ;  for  if  the  law  accounts  all  ratifications  made  by 
the  wife  in  her  husband's  presence  null  from  a  presumption  that 
she  is  thereby  laid  under  undue  influence,  it  must  a  fortiori  reject 
such  ratifications  as  shall  appear  upon  positive  evidence  to  have 
been  actually  extorted  from  her  ex  vi  aut  metu  of  the  husband."  It 
was  perhaps  on  this  ground  that  the  Court  once  sustained  a  reduc- 
tion of  an  infeftment,  super  capite  metus  reverentialis,  although  it 
had  been  judicially  ratified  (s).  Professor  Bell  observes  that  there 
seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  a  ratified  deed  cannot  be  challenged  on 
the  ground  referred  to,  unless  the  party  taking  benefit  by  the  deed 
should  be  proved  to  have  been  participant  in  the  violence,  or  at 
least  to  have  had  notice  of  it  (t).  In  this  conflict  of  authorities 
the  question  may  be  considered  as  open  and  doubtful  (u).^^ 


(£)  Grant,  1642,  M.,  16,488.  (m)  Craig,  2,  22,  16.  (n)  Mackenzie. 

«ipra.  (o)  Bankt.,  1,  5,  79— ib.,  1,  6,  76.  (p)  Ersk.,  1,  6,  84. 

(r)  Decretal,  2,  24,  28.  Mr  Fraser  obseryee  (i,  486)  that  this  passage  does  not  bear 
out  Erskine's  statement,  although  the  glou  upon  it  does.  But  the  text  of  the  decreUl 
means  that  only  such  ratifications  are  binding  as  are  emitted  "  tine  vt  aut  doio,  tponU."^ 

(»)  A  V,  B,  1612,  M.,  16,481.  (0  1  Bell's  Com.,  143.    The  learned  Profeawr 

observes  that  Erskine's  doctrine  is  against  the  decision  on  which  the  act  1481,  c.  83^ 
proceeded,  and  which  is  entered  in  the  Rolls  of  Parliament  as  fixing  the  law  on  the 
point.  But  the  short  note  which  has  been  preserved  of  the  case  seems  not  to  warrant 
that  construction.  («)  See  farther  on  the  point,  Wallace,  219 — 1  Fraser,  486, 6- 


19  Professor  Menzies  leans  to  the  view  that  a  judicial  ratification  by  a  mairied 
woman  does  not  afford  an  absolute  security  against  challenge ;  Lectures  on  Convey- 
ancing, 8d  ed.,  p.  41. 
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§  742.  The  only  object  of  judicial  ratification  being  to  exclude 
coercion  by  the  grantor's  husband,  it  does  not  bar  challenge  of  the 
deed  on  any  other  ground,  such  as  compulsion  by  a  third  person, 
or  fraud,  or  deathbed  (x).  Nor  does  it  bar  revocation  of  a  deed  as 
a  gift  by  the  wife  to  her  husband;  the  law  allowing  donations  inter 
virum  et  tixorem  to  be  recalled,  not  on  the  ground  of  force  and  fear, 
but  ne  mutuo  amore  se  spolient  (y).  The  ratification,  therefore,  only  . 
protects  the  interest  of  third  parties  under  deeds  whereby  the  wife's 
separate  estate,  or  her  conjunct  right  with  her  husband,  may  be 
impaired. 

XVI.  0/ Deeds  for  which  Solemnities  are  required  by  private  ar- 
rangement y  in  addition  to  those  enjoin^  by  public  law. 

§  743.  Persons  sometimes  prescribe  for  their  deeds  solemnities 
additional  to  those  required  by  common  law;  and  the  question  then 
arises,  whether  these  are  essential  to  the  constitution  of  the  relative 
right  or  obhgation.  The  answer  to  this  question  depends  on  whether 
the  observance  of  the  solemnity  in  issue  is  a  condition  suspensive 
of  the  right  or  obligation— or  whether  it  is  merely  an  additional 
security  designed  for  the  protection  of  one  of  the  individuals  con- 
cerned, and  which  he  may  insist  upon  or  waive  at  his  pleasure. 

§  744.  A  striking  illustration  of  the  first  class  of  solemnities 
occurred  in  a  case  where  a  Scotchman,  who  had  returned  to  his  na- 
tive country  after  a  long  residence  in  India,  executed  a  will,  which 
concluded  with  the  words,  "  In  testimony  of  this  being  my  last  will 
and  testament,  I  hereto  set  my  hand  and  seal,  and  declare  it  to  be 
written  upon  three  pages,  and  signed  in  my  own  handwriting,  this 
28th  day  of  Septem?ber  1803 — James  Nasmyth."  The  deed  was  in- 
dorsed, "  Will  of  James  Nasmyth,  28th  September  1803 ;"  and  it 
bore  several  markings  in  pencil  containing  directions  as  to  drawing 
a  new  will,  and  several  holograph  alterations  in  pencil  and  red  ink 
upon  the  bequests.  It  had  no  seal ;  and  a  portion  of  it  below  the 
signature,  where  the  seal  had  probably  been  affixed,  had  been  cut 
away.  The  deed  having  been  found  in  this  state  in  a  lockfast  place 
belonging  to  the  testator,  where  he  kept  several  private  papers,  the 
executor  named  in  it  expede  confirmation,  and  began  to  administer 

(z)  Enk.,  1,  6,  86—1  Fraser,  4S6.  (y)  Ersk.,  supra-^l  Eraser,  502— .Arnold 

c.  Scott,  1678,  M.,  6091— Gordon  v.  Maxwell,  1678,  M.,  6144— Borthwick  v.  Soott,  1724, 
H.,  6149.  Oimira,  Mack.  Inst.,  1,  6, 14— Richardson  v.  Michie,  1686,  M.,  6147— Dirl. 
and  Stew.,  0000,  wUr  virum  et  uxorum. 

VOL.  I.  2  G 


404  DEEDS  REQUIRING  SPECIAL  SOLEMNITIES  §  744- 

the  executory  estate.  The  deceased's  next  of  kin  thereupon  raised 
an  action  of  reduction  of  the  deed,  on  the  ground  that  the  seal  had 
been  cut  off  by  the  testator  for  the  purpose  of  cancellation  and  re- 
vocation, and  that  such  was  shown  te  be  his  purpose  by  the  pencQ 
alterations  and  other  circumstances.  To  this  it  was  answered  that 
the  deed,  being  holograph  and  signed,  was  complete  by  the  law  of 
Scotland,  and  that  the  seal  not  being  necessary,  its  absence  could 
not  infer  cancellation.  The  Court  of  Session  adopted  the  latter 
view;  but  their  decision  was  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
chiefly  on  the  ground,  that  as  the  testator  had  prescribed  a  certain 
solemnity  for  the  authentication  of  his  will,  his  removal  of  that 
mark  of  concluded  purpose  amounted  to  cancellation  (2).* 

§  745.  From  this  decision  it  follows  a  fortiori  that,  if  the  par- 
ties to  any  deed  declare  that  a  certain  form  of  authentication  shall 
be  necessary  to  prove  their  consent,  the  omission  or  obliteration  of 
that  conventional  solemnity  is  (apart  from  any  question  of  homo- 
logation) fatal  to  the  validity  of  the  writing. 

§  746.  Contrasted  with  such  cases,  are  those  in  which  the  deed 
of  coptuinery  or  written  regulations  of  a  jointr^tock  company  pre- 
scribe a  certain  form  for  the  transfer  of  its  shares.  It  has  re- 
peatedly been  held  that  these  forms  are  intended  for  the  security  of 
the  company,  by  whom  they  may  be  insisted  on  or  waived ;  and 
that  they  are  not  essential  to  the  constitution  of  an  obligation  un- 


(z)  Nasmyth  v.  Hare,  1821,  1  S.  Ap.,  65 ;  reveising,  7th  Jnne  1817  (not  reported). 
Lord  Chancellor  Eldon  observed — "  I  apprehend  that  with  respect  to  a  wiU  of  perBonal 
estate,  if  there  are  any  formalities  observed  beyond  those  which  the  law  reqnires,  the 
law  is,  that  a  man  may  prescribe  to  himself  the  forms  which  shall  or  shaU  not  be  at- 
tendant to  his  will.  In  this  part  of  the  island,  your  Lordships  very  well  know,  if  a  man 
makes  a  will  of  personal  estate — if  I  were  to  begin,  *  I,  John  Lord  Eldon,  do  so  and  so ' 
— whether  there  was  any  signature  or  not,  that  would  be  a  very  good  will.  But  I  ap- 
prehend, if  I  thought  proper  to  conclude  that  will  by  saying,  *  In  testimony  thereof  to 
this  my  ^ill,  I  do  hereby  set  my  hand  and  seal ' — ^that  it  would  be  taken,  according  to 
our  principles  of  law,  to  be  a  declaration  of  my  intention  as  a  testator  that  the  instru- 
ment so  authenticated  is  to  be  a  will,  and  to  be  taken  to  be  a  will,  according  to  the  formB 
which  I  myself  have  prescribed  to  observe.  If,  indeed,  I  were  cut  off  in  that  moment 
by  sudden  disease,  before  I  could  annex  my  seal,  or  before  I  could  annex  my  handwrit> 
ing,  the  will  would  do ;  but  if  it  was  my  professed  intention  on  the  face  of  the  wiU  to 
have  certain  forms  and  ceremonies  as  attesting  my  execution  of  the  will,  and  my  inten- 
tion that  the  will  shall  not  be  perfect  till  I  have  observed  these  forms,  then  (unless  my 
inability  to  db  it  is  produced  by  some  such  circumstance)  I  apprehend  the  will  would 
not  be  mine ;  though  it  would  be  mine  if  I  had  not  made  any  declaration  as  to  sach 
(for  my  purposes)  necessary  forms  and  ceremonies.' 


tt 


«o  Wilsone's  Trustees  v.  Stirling  and  others,  1861,  24  D.,  p.  176,  per  Lord  OarriefaiU. 
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dertaken  by  any  partner  to  transfer  his  shares,  under  a  contract  of 
sale  or  other  agreement.     Thus  where  a  regulation  of  the  East 
Lothian  Bank  declared  that  shares  might  be  sold,  and  transfers  of 
shares  might  be  made,  in  such  form  and  manner  as  should  be  laid 
down  by  the  directors,  "  but  so  as  such  transfer  be  made  and  ac- 
cepted of  by  the  purchaser  in  presence  of  two  directors  signing  the 
deed  of  acceptance ;"  and  where  Weatherly,  a  partner,  executed  in 
favour  of  Turnbull  an  absolute  transfer  of  shares,  which  was  written 
by  the  accountant  of  the  bank,  was  executed  in  presence  of  the  ac- 
countant and  teller,  and  was  entered  in  the  bank  books,  but  was 
not  signed  or  accepted  by  the  purchaser  in  terms  of  the  regulations; 
and  where  the  aflfairs  of  the  bank  having  become  involved,  and 
Turnbull  having  been  called  on  as  a  partner  to  make  an  advance, 
maintained  that  the  transaction  had  not  been  completed;  where- 
upon Weatherly  raised  action  to  have  him  ordained  to  sign  the 
transfer  in  terms  of  the  regulations,  and  the  bank  sued  him  for  his 
share  of  the  advance  required ; — the  Court  held  that  the  obligation 
to  transfer  was  complete,  and  must  be  implemented  by  Turnbull, 
Their  Lordships  were  of  opinion  that  the  regulation  of  the  bank 
could  not  affect  the  question  as  between  the  parties  contracting ; 
but,  being  intended  only  for  the  benefit  of  the  bank,  might  be  dis- 
pensed with  or  not  as  the  bank  chose  (a).     Thus  also,  where  the 
contract  of  copartnery  of  the  Edinburgh  and  Leith  Glass  Company 
provided  that  when  shares  were  sold  or  transferred  the  transfer  should 
be  in  a  certain  prescribed  form,  which  included  an  acceptance  by 
the  new  shareholder,  and  bore  the  signatures  of  both  parties,  and 
had  to  be  recorded  in  the  company's  books ;  and  where  Stuart,  a 
partner,  granted  an  absolute  assignation  of  shares  to  Allan  and  Son, 
quaUfied  by  a  back-bond  of  security ;  but  which  assignation  did 
not  contain  any  acceptance  by  the  assignees,  and  was  not  recorded 
in  the  company's  books ;  and  where  Allan  and  Son  intimated  the 
assignation  (but  not  the  back-bond)  to  the  company,  whereupon 
their  names  were  immediately  entered  in  the  company's  "  Journal 
of  Transfers,"  and,  after  Stuart  had  become  bankrupt,  their  names 
were  entered  in  the  "  Eegister  of  Shareholders ; "  and  where  they 
were  required  by  the  company  to  pay  certain  calls  on  their  shares, 
but  refused  to  do  so  on  the  ground  that  they  were  only  assignees  in 
security,  and  that  the  forms  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  transfer 
had  not  been  observed ; — ^the  Court  held  them  liable  as  partners,  on 

(a)  Weatherly  v.  Tumbun,  1824, 8  S.,  92,  and  East  Lothian  Bank  v.  Turnbull,  1824, 
ib.,  96.    But  Bee  Lord  Denman's  remarks  on  these  cases  in  7  W.  S.,  304. 
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the  ground  that  the  fonnalities  in  question  were  intended  only  for 
the  benefit  of  the  company,  and,  if  waived  by  them,  could  not  be 
insisted  on  by  any  other  person.  And  this  judgment  was  affirmed 
on  appeal  (b),  A  similar  decision  was  again  pronounced  both  in 
the  Court  of  Session  and  House  of  Lords  in  a  late  case,  where  the 
deed  of  copartnerBhip  declared  that  a  sale  or  conveyance  of  stock 
*'  shall  in  no  case  be  valid  towards  making  the  purchaser  or  assignee 
a  partner,  imless  he  shall  be  approved  of  by  the  directors,  and  a 
minute  to  that  effect  entered  in  the  Sederunt  Books  " ;  that  any  deed 
of  sale  or  transfer  shaU  be  entered  in  the  compan/s  books,  and 
that  until  that  has  been  done  the  purchaser  shall  not  "  be  deemed 
or  entitled  to  exercise  any  of  the  rights  of  a  partner,"  Even  this 
stringent  clause,  however,  was  held  to  be  solely  for  the  benefit  of 
the  company,  and  not  to  be  available  to  a  purchaser  of  shares,  en- 
deavouring to  escape  from  his  liability  as  a  partner  (c). 

§  747.  The  privileges  which  such  clauses  in  a  contract  of  co- 
partnery confer  on  the  company  may  be  waived  either  expressly, 
or  by  acts  inferring  homologation  of  the  irregular  transfer  (d). 
"  And  if  it  be  once  proved  that  the  company  did  waive  them, 
they  cannot  be  allowed  afterwards  to  recur  to  them.  It  thus  be- 
comes just  a  question  of  evidence,  whether  the  company  are  proved 
to  have  waived  their  right  of  objection,  and  to  have  homologated 
the  sale  and  assignation"  (e)  ;  and  every  such  question  must  depend 
on  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case." 


(b)  TumbuU  V.  Allan  and  Son,  1888, 11  S.,  487 ;  affd.,  7  W.  S.,  281. 

(e)  Bamea  v.  PenneU,  1849,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ga.,  641 ;  affirming  10  D.,  689.  See  also 
Robertson  v.  Thorn,  1848,  11  D.,  858— National  Exchange  Ck).  v.  Easton,  1851,  14  P., 
96^M'Andrew  v.  Robertson,  1828,  6  S.,  950— Thom89n  v,  Fnllerton,  1842,  5  D.,  879. 

{d)  Fife  Bank  v.  Thomson's  Tr.,  1884,  12  S.,  620.  (e)  Per  L.  President  in 

Fife  Bank  v,  Thomson's  Tr.,  wpra. 


>l  In  a  recent  case  the  Court  had  occasion  to  consider  the  effect  of  the  exceptional  sta- 
tutory modes  of  authentication  of  the  registers  of  public  companies  under  the  Companies 
Clauses  Act.  The  action  was  by  a  railway  company  for  calls,  and  at  the  jury  trial  which 
ensued  the  pursuers  tendered  a  book  as  their  register,  to  prove  that  the  defenders  held 
the  shares.  The  question  of  its  admissibility  was  reserved  for  the  Court  The  Companies 
Clauses  Act,  8  and  9  Vict.,  c.  17,  provides  (g  29)  that  the  production  of  the  register  of 
shareholders  shall  be  printa  facie  evidence  that  any  party  entered  in  it  is  a  shareholder, 
and  of  the  amount  and  number  of  his  shares ;  and  the  9th  section  of  the  act  provides 
how  the  register  is  to  be  kept;  the  names  of  the  shareholders,  the  number  of  their  shares 
and  the  amount  of  the  subscriptions  paid  on  them,  are  to  be  entered  in  the  book ;  and 
it  is  provided  that  "  the  book  shaU  be  authenticated  by  the  common  seal  of  the  company 
being  affixed  thereto ;  and  such  authentication  shall  take  place  at  the  first  ordinarj 
lucetiug,  or  at  the  next  subsequent  meeting  of  the  company,  and  so  from  time  to  time 
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CHAPTER.   II.— OF  WRITINGS  WHICH  DO  NOT  REQUIRE  THE 

STATUTORY  SOLEMNITIES. 

The  statutory  rules  considered  in  the  previous  chapter  are  sub- 
ject to  several  exceptions ;  almost  all  of  which  have  sprung  from 
the  exigencies  of  business  or  from  considerations  of  equity,  in  op- 
position to  the  unqualified  terms  of  the  statutes.  ♦ 

I.  Deeds  not  "  of  great  importance." 

§  748.  The  act  1579,  c.  80,  requires  parties  who  cannot  write 
to  use  two  notaries  and  four  witnesses  in  writs  importing  heritable 
title  and  "  other  obligations  of  great  importance ; "  but  leaves  deeds 
which  do  not  come  within  these  terms  to  be  authenticated  by  one 
notary  and  two  witnesses,  as  required  by  the  act  1540,  c.  117. 
There  is  not  any  similar  distinction  in  the  acts  1593,  c.  179,  and 
1681,  c.  6,  But  Mr  Erskine  considers  that  the  latter  act,  which 
made  the  omission  of  the  proper  solemnities  a  ground  of  nulHty, 

at  each  ordinary  meeting  of  the  companj."  The  Court  were  clear  that  the  book,  being 
the  puisuers'  book,  could  not,  at  common  law,  be  evidence  in  their  favour ;  that  the 
reqniremente  of  the  statute  were  imperative;  and,  therefore,  that  the  book  could  receive 
no  effect,  unless  it  was  the  register  of  the  company,  kept  and  authenticated  in  terms  of 
the  act, — and  they  held  that  it  was  not  so,  the  deviation  from  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  on  which  they  went  being,  that  the  book  was  made  up  on  the  plan  of  not  enter- 
ing the  amount  of  the  subscriptions  paid  on  the  calls.  But  the  Court  expressed  their 
views  at  length  as  to  the  authentication  by  sealing  required  by  the  act.  It  appeared 
that  before  each  ordinary  meeting  the  fly-leaf  of  the  book  was  sealed  with  the  com- 
pany's seal,  and  at  each  ordinary  meeting  the  meeting  held  the  book  as  sealed.  But  no 
other  part  of  the  book  was  sealed,  so  that  the  seals  had  no  apparent  connection  with  the 
entries.  The  Lord  President  (M'Neill)  thought  that  what  the  act  required  was  the 
authentication  of  the  book  as  the  current  register,  and  that  the  mode  of  sealing  adopted 
might  be  held  sufficient  compliance  with  the  act.  But  Lord  Ivory,  distinguishing 
between  authentification  and,  identiflcation,  thought  that  the  act  required  some  authen- 
tication of  the  entries ;  that  the  mode  of  sealing  adopted  certifled^nothing  whatever, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  book  was  not  authenticated  in  terms  of  the  act;  Caledonian  and 
Dnmbartonshire  Junction  Railway  Co.  v.  Lockhart,  1865, 17  D.,  917. 

The  stamp  on  a  lease  for  less  than  a  year  of  a  furnished  dwelling-house  may  be  ad- 
hesive ;  and  across  the  stamp  must  be  written  or  stamped  in  ink  the  name  or  initials 
of  the  parties  to  the  instrument,  and  also  the  date  of  the  instrument,  "  and  proof 'of  the 
Baid  writing  upon  or  across  the  stamp  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  a  necessary  part  of  the 
evidence  of  the  signing  or  making  of  the  instrument  in  any  case  where  such  instrument 
is  not  stamped  with  an  impressed  stamp."  Provided  where  the  parties  to  the  instru- 
ment ore  more  than  two,  it  shall  be  sufficient  if  one  person  only  on  each  part  shall 
write  his  name  or  initials  on  the  stamp ;  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  21,  {  14 ;  and  24  and  26 
Vict.,  c.  91,  §  83.  See  a  similar  provision  as  to  "  agreements  under  hand,"  28  and  24 
Vict.,  c.  HI,  }  12. 
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must  liy  the  just  rules  of  interi)retation  be  limited  to  writings  of 
importance,  to  wliicb  alone  the  solemnities  had  been  in  use  to  be 
adhibited  (a).  This  is  also  the  opinion  of  Sir  Greorge  Mackenzie  (6) 
and  Mr  Ross  (c)  ;  and  it  is  supported  by  the  rules  which  admit 
parole  on  many  matters  within  £100  Scots,  requiring  proof  by  writ 
or  oath  of  party  when  l)eyond  that  sum  (rf). 

§  749.  The  only  writings  coming  under  this  exception  are  those 
which  relate  to  moveables  within  £100  Scots  (£8  :  6  :  8  sterling)  in 
value  (e) ;  and  the  strict  statutory  rules  apply  to  deeds  regarding 
subjects  beyond  that  amount »  and  to  all  obligations  regarding  heri- 
tage, however  small  be  the  sum  at  stake  (/).  The  amount  is  esti- 
mated with  regard  to  the  obligant  (gr),  and  without  including  the 
penalty  for  non-implement  (A). 

§  750.  If  the  obligation,  being  for  more  than  £100  Scots,  is 
divisible  (e.g.,  a  bond  for  borrowed  money),  it  is  good  for  that  sum, 
on  the  creditor  so  restricting  his  claim  (i).  If  it  is  indivisible  (e.y., 
an  obligation  ad  /actum  praeatandum),  specific  performance  of  it 
cannot  be  enforced  (Ar)  ;  but  damages  for  non-implement  may  be  re- 
covered to  the  extent  of  £100  Scots  {I),  An  obligation  which  is 
granted  in  corroboration  or  fulfilment  of  a  previous  one,  but  which 
does  not  lay  any  new  burden  on  the  granter,  has  been  deemed  not 
to  be  one  "  of  importance,"  although  it  exceeds  in  amount  the  sum 
referred  to  (m).^ 

(a)  Erek.,  8,  2,  18,  and  8,  2,  10.  The  rnbric  of  Crichton  v.  Syme,  1772,  M.,  17,047, 
states  that  the  act  1681,  c.  5,  was  held  to  apply  to  all  deeds  although  not  of  importance. 
But  the  point  could  not  have  arisen,  as  the  obligation  there  was  for  £10  sterling.  See 
Heriot  v,  Blyth,  1081,  M.,  17,020.  (b)  Mack.  Obs.  on  Act  1679,  c.  80  (vol.  i, 

p.  281),  Obs.  8.  (e)  1  Ross  Lee.,  166.  (d)  Supra,  H  692,  3,  6;  611;  629. 

(e)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  10— Hoss,  «<pra— Tait  Ev.,  78— Duff  Feud.  CJon.,  10. 

(/)  1679,  c.  80— A  B,  1726,  M.,  16,842  ;  contra,  Ross  v.  Home,  1680,  M.,  16,881. 

(^)  Ersk.,  wyro— Anderson  v.  Tarbat,  1668,  M.,  16,886.  (A)  L.  Halkerton 

V.  Radio,  1628,  M.,  16,881.  (t)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  10— Cases  in  M.,  6840,  1,  2,  8,  4- 

Supra,  a  698,  629 ;  contra,  Jack  v.  Jack,  1672,  2  B.  Sup.,  666.  (k)  Ferguson  v. 

Macpherson,  1768,  M.,  16,848 — Ersk.,  tupni.  As  to  whether  an  assignation  is  indin- 
sible,  8e«  Gouts  v.  Straiten,  1681,  M.,  6842;  contra,  Sdanders  v.  Hill,  1710,  M.,  6844. 

(I)  Ferguson  v.  Macpherson,  supra.  (m)  Ersk.,  <t9»f»— Bell  on  TestiDg 

Clause,  230— Sutor  v.  Crammond,  1635,  M.,  8098— Jack  v.  Jack,  1671,  M.,  12,975: 
16,886.  But  Fountalnhall  reports  a  later  decision  in  this  case  to  the  opposite  effect 
(2  B.  Sup.,  666);  which  he  challenges  on  the  ground  that  it  held  the  deed  (a  bond  of 
provision)  altogether  null,  and  refused  to  sustain  it  to  the  extent  of  £100  Scots. 


»  Where  a  notary's  docquet  bore  that  two  notaries  had  signed  a  trust-disposition 
and  settlement  at  the  defiiro  of  the  gnmter,  and  it  was  hold  that  one  of  the  notaries  was 
disqualified  as  being  a  trustee  under  the  deed,  it  was  argued  that  the  deed  might  be 
sustained  as  a  conveyance  of  moveables,  though  held  as  signed  by  one  notary  only.   Bu( 
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II.  Of  Holograph  Writings. 

§  751.  Lord  Stair  justly  observes  that  "  holograph  writs  sub- 
scribed are  unquestionably  the  strongest  probation  by  writ,  and 
least  imitable  "  (n)  ;  because  it  is  much  more  difficult  to  counterfeit 
a  i)erson'8  handwriting  throughout  a  deed,  than  to  forge  the  several 
signatures  to  one  not  alleged  to  be  holograph.  Both  writing  and 
subscribing  a  document,  also,  is  a  much  more  trustworthy  expres- 
sion of  intention  than  merely  subscribing  a  deed  written  by  another. 
Accordingly  holograph  deeds  are  valid,  although  they  do  not  men- 
tion the  writer  or  bear  witnesses  designed  or  subscribing  (o). 

§  752.  This  privilege  extends  not  only  to  deeds  altogether  holo- 
graph, but  also  to  those  of  which  only  the  substantial  parts  are 
80  (jo).  And,  on  the  other  hand,  where  certain  parts  of  the  deed 
are  holograph,  but  the  substantials  are  not,  the  statutory  solemnities 
are  required  (r).* 

§  753.  Of  course  where  a  deed  by  several  parties  is  written  by 
one  of  them,  and  signed  by  them  all,  it  is  not  holograph,  and  it 
will  therefore  not  be  sustained  even  against  the  party  who  wrote 
it  («),  unless  its  validity  as  against  the  others  is  not  essential  to  the 
constitution  of  the  obligations  upon  him  if).  But  any  number  of 
parties  may  effectually  bind  themselves  under  a  deed  written  by 

(n)  Stair,  4,  42,  6.    See  also  Ersk.,  8,  2,  22—1  BeU's  Com.,  824. 

(o)  Anthorities  in  following  notes.  It  is  therefore  not  a  relevant  objection  to  a  bolo- 
grapb  deed  that  the  subscribing  witnesses  did  not  see  the  grantor  sign,  or  hear  him  ac- 
knowledge his  subscription ;  Yeats  v.  Yeats'  Tr.,  1882, 11  S.,  915. 

(f»)  Stair,  wpra — Ersk.,  wipra.  So  held  as  to  a  bond  holograph  only  in  the  debtor's 
name,  and  the  sum  and  date ;  Vans  o.  MaUoch,  1675 ;  M.,  16,885 ; — and  as  to  a  testa- 
ment holograph  only  in  the  sums  bequeathed  and  the  legatee's  names;  case  of  Hartree's 
testament,  noted  in  Vans  v,  Malloch.  See  also  AUardice  v.  Forbes,  1710,  M.,  16,862 — 
Panton  v.  Gillies,  1824,  2  S.,  682.  (r)  See  Heriot  v.  Blyth,  1681,  M.,  17,020. 

(ff)  Sproul  V.  Wilson,  1809,  Hume  D.,  920— MiUer  v.  Forquharson,  1885,  18  S.,  889. 

(t)  With  the  cases  in  the  preceding  note  (which  related  to  contracts),  compare 
M'Millan  v.  M'MiUan,  1850,  18  D.,  187,  where  a  joint  testament,  signed  by  husband 
and  wife,  holograph  of  the  former,  was  sustained  as  his  deed ;  although,  if  the  wife  had 
predeceased;  it  would  not  have  been  valid  as  against  her  next  of  kin.  The  absence  of 
sabBcription  by  some  of  the  parties  in  contracts  may  be  obviated  by  m  interveniua  and 
homologation.    See  the  chapters  on  these  matters,  ii\fra. 


it  was  held  that  the  deed  was  of  importance  and  required  two  notaries ;  and  that,  even 
if  it  had  not  been  so,  seeing  that,  as  appeared  from  the  docquet,  the  granter  had  en- 
trusted the  making  of  his  deed  to  two  notaries,  and  not  to  one,  the  deed  would  still  have 
been  null ;  Ferrie  v.  Ferrie's  Trustees,  1868,  1  Macph.,  291. 
*  Laurie  v.  Laurie,  1869,  21  D.,  2iO^SupTa,  i  709,  note  12. 
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anotlier  person,  by  each  writing  on  it  with  his  own  hand  the  words 
"  I  agree  to  the  above,"  or  the  like,  and  adding  his  subscription  («). 
And  a  deed  not  holograph  may  be  made  effectual  by  being  referred 
to  as  valid  in  a  writing  proved  to  be  holograph  {x),  A  guarantee 
by  a  mercantile  company,  holograph  of  the  acting  partner,  and 
signed  by  him  with  the  firm's  subscription,  was  held  valid,  although 
it  was  not  in  re  mercaioria  (j/), 

§  754.  A  holograph  deed  not  containing  a  statement  that  it  is 
so,  is  not  probative;  because  its  validity  is  a  latent  fact,  which 
must  be  proved  by  the  party  founding  on  it.  But  if  it  sets  forth 
its  holograph  character,  it  is  received  as  probative  (or  prima  fade 
proof)  of  that  fact ;  which  the  challenger  must  bear  the  burden  of 
disproving  (2).  It  is  true  that  much  reliance  shoidd  not  be  placed 
upon  such  a  statement ;  which  would  probably  be  introduced  into 
a  fabricated  writing.  But  the  rule  is  convenient  in  fixing  the  bur- 
den of  proof,  and  in  giving  probative  effect  to  deeds  truly  holo- 
graph. In  one  case  where  a  deed  not  bearing  in  gremio  to  be  holo- 
graph, was  challenged  as  forged.  Lord  Jeffrey  observed  that  the 
party  founding  on  the  deed  would  discharge  the  burden  of  proof  by 
prima  facie  evidence  that  the  signature  and  the  body  of  the  writ 
were  in  the  same  handwriting ;  upon  which  it  would  lie  on  the 
challenger  to  prove  forgery,  on  account  of  the  presumption  against 
crime  (a).  But  in  referring  to  that  opinion  in  a  subsequent  case  (ft). 
Lord  President  Boyle  observed,  that  the  user  of  a  deed  not  bearing 
ex  facie  to  be  holograph,  must  prove  that  it  is  so.' 

(u)  Brjson  v.  Crawford,  1883, 12  S.,  89.  (z)  As  in  M'lntyre  v,  M'Farlane, 

1st  March  1821,  F.  C— Inglis  v.  Harper,  1881,  6  W.  S.,  786 ;  reversing  6  S.,  864— See 
also  Hamilton  v.  Moir,  1710,  M.,  17,028 ;  and  i^fra,  2  807.  (y)  Buchanan  v. 

Denniston,  1881,  9  S.,  657 ;  S.  C,  18  S.,  841.  («)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  22—1  Bell's 

Com.,  824-E.  Bothes  v.  Leslie,  1686,  M.,  12,606— Tnmbull  «.  Doods,  1844,  6  D.,  896, 
per  L.  Jeffrey— Robertson  i>.  Ogilvie's  Tr.,  1844,  7  D.,  286— Waddell  v  Waddell's  Tr., 
1846,  7  D.,  607,  per  L.  Moncrieff— See  also  Donaldson  v.  Walker,  1711,  M.,  11,611,  and 
12,616— Omfro,  ElUes  «.  EUiot,  1680,  1  B.  Sup.,  812— Inglis  v.  M*Cubine,  1631,  M., 
16,962— A  B,  1688, 1  B.  Sup.,  108.  (a)  TumbuU  v.  Doods,  1844,  6  D.,  896. 

(h)  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  1860,  22  So.  Jur.,  478. 


3  The  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  a  party  who  founds  on  a  deed  as  holograph  most 
prove  that  it  is  so.  Thus  where  a  party  produced  a  document  in  the  form  of  a  letter, 
bearing  to  be  addressed  to  him  and  to  be  signed  by  a  party  deceased,  and  which  bore  to 
be  a  bequest  of  the  whole  moveable  estate  of  the  deceased,  and  where  the  document 
was  challenged  as  a  forgery ;  it  was  held  that  the  onus  of  proving,  not  only  that  the 
deed  was  aU  in  one  handwriting,  but  that  it  was  all  in  the  handwriting  of  the  alleged 
maker,  lay  on  the  party  propounding  the  deed ;  Anderson  v.  Gill ;  decided  1860 ;  re- 
ported 20  D.,  1826 ;  affirmed  1868,  8  Macqneen,  180. 
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§  755.  A  general  statement,  however,  that  the  deed  is  holo- 
graph, will  not  embrace  words  written  on  erasure,  or  marginal  ad- 
ditions and  interlineations ;  which  must  therefore  be  proved  to  be 
genuine  (c).  If  they  are,  the  deed  is  effectual  in  its  altered  condi- 
tion, although  the  words  are  in  suhstantiolihus  (d).  But  when  any 
question  of  deathbed  or  the  like  arises,  in  which  the  dates  of  such 
alterations  are  important,  these  must  be  proved  ;  and  merely  prov- 
ing when  the  body  of  the  deed  was  WTitten  will  not  give  them  ef- 
fect as  of  the  same  date  (e).  Holograph  additions  on  the  margin 
are  valid,  although  not  signed  by  the  i>arty  (/).  It  is  sometimes 
a  question  whether  holograph  alterations  made  by  a  party  on  his 
deed  (e.gr.,  in  pencil  or  red  ink)  were  intended  to  be  effectual  as 
part  of  the  deed,  or  were  merely  memoranda  for  enabling  a  con- 
veyancer to  draw  out  a  new  will  in  terms  of  the  part/s  directions ; 
and  in  such  cases  it  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  grantor  intended 
that  his  original  deed  should  subsist  until  the  execution  of  the  new 
one,  or  that  it  should  be  held  as  cancelled,  and  as  no  longer  the 
expression  of  his  will.  Every  such  question  must  depend  on  the 
evidence  in  the  particular  case,  and  no  rules  can  be  laid  down  on 
the  point  by  way  of  anticipation  (gr).* 

§  756.  The  proof  that  a  writing  is  holograph  may  be  either  by 
the  direct  testimony  of  persons  who  saw  the  party  write  the  deed, 
or  by  the  indirect  evidence  of  those  who  are  acquainted  with  his 
handwriting,  or  who  have  compared  the  deed  with  writings  ad- 

(e)  Robertson  v.  Ogilvie*8  Tr.,  1846,  7  D.,  286.  (rf)  Robertson  v.  Ogilvie's 

Tr^  jvpro— Grant  v.  Stoddart,  1849,  11  D.,  860 ;  affd.,  1  Macq.,  168~WilBon  v.  Smith, 
1803,  Hume  D.,  882— Horsbnrgh  v.  Horsburgh,  1848, 10  D.,  824~S6e  also  Kemps  v, 
Fergason,  1802,  M.,  16,949,  and  per  Lord-Ch.  Eldon  in  Nasmjth  v.  Hare,  1821, 1  Sh. 
Ap.  Ca.,  74.  (e)  L.  Dnrie  v.  Gibson,  1667,  M.,  16,927 — Johnston  v.  Johnston, 

1688,  M.,  17,063— %wfl,  J  788.  (/)  Horsbnrgh  v.  Horsbnrgh,  «*^a— Bruce 

9.  Stewart,  1666,  2  B.  Snp.,  427.  (^)  See  Nasmyth  v.  Hare,  1821, 1  Sh.  Ap. 

Ca.,  66,  where  Lord  Chancellor  Eldon's  speech  is  highly  instructive  on  this  class  of 
cases. 


*  In  England,  alterations  in  pencil  in  a  will  are  presumed  to  be  deliberative,  but 
the  presumption  may  be  rebutted ;  Parkins  v.  Bainbridge,  8  Phil.  Eccl.  Rep.,  821— 
Francis  v.  Grover,  6  Hare,  89,  46-49— Bateman  v.  Pennington,  8  Moore's  Pr.  Ca.,  228. 
Much  of  the  law  about  interlineations  and  erasures  in  tested  deeds  is  inapplicable  to 
holograph  deeds.  There  is  a  great  distinction  in  holograph  deeds  between  what  is  writ- 
ten and  what  is  obliterated.  What  is  written  must  have  been  written  on  purpose ;  but 
the  obliterations  may  have  happened  through  mistake ;  per  Lord  Chancellor  Chelmsford 
in  Magistrates  of  Dundee  v.  Morris,  1868,  8  Macq.,  184.  It  is,  therefore,  competent  in 
soeh  cases  to  read  a  word  obliterated  as  part  of  the  deed,  if  the  word  is  necessary  to  the 
sense;  Chapman  v.  M*Bean,  1860,  22  D.,  746. 
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mitted  or  proved  to  be  genuine.  On  this  subject,  which  is  fully 
considered  afterwards  (A),  it  is  only  necessary  to  observe  here,  that 
the  first  kind  of  evidence  is  undoubtedly  the  best.  The  second  is 
tnistworthy,  provided  the  witnesses  are  persons  of  observation,  and 
have  had  suflBcient  opportunities  of  seeing  the  party's  handwriting 
to  make  them  familiar  with  it.  But  little  or  no  weight  is  due  to 
the  last ;  for  there  are  few  trials  upon  the  authenticity  of  deeds, 
where  "  persons  of  skill "  do  not  speak  with  equal  confidence  on  op- 
posite sides ;  and,  with  very  rare  exceptions,  they  readily  give  evi- 
dence for  the  party  who  first  applies  to  them  (i).  The  Court  will 
inspect  the  document  for  themselves  when  the  question  is  decided 
by  them ;  and  in  jury  trials  the  jury  will  be  allowed  to  make  a 
similar  examination  (i).  The  circumstances  under  which  the  deed 
was  produced,  the  place  where  it  was  found,  and  other  similar  mat- 
ters may  also  be  important  in  such  inquiries  (l), 

§  757.  According  to  Lord  Stair,  if  holograph  deeds  "  are  not 
subscribed,  they  are  understood  to  be  incomplete  acts,  from  which 
the  party  hath  resiled :  yet,  if  they  be  written  in  count  books,  or 
upon  authentic  writs,  they  are  probative,  and  resiling  is  not  pre- 
sumed "  (m).  The  general  rule  both  of  law  and  practice,  therefore, 
requires  that  holograph  deeds  be  subscribed  in  token  of  concluded 
purpose.  And  the  absence  of  this  solemnity,  combined  with  other 
facts  which  indicate  that  the  deed  is  inchoate,  will  be  fatal ;  as  in  a 
case  of  a  holograph  will  which  was  found,  not  in  the*  maker's  char- 
ter-chest, but  in  his  portable  writing-desk,  and  which  commenced 
with  his  name,  but  contained  several  blanks,  and  was  not  sub- 
scribed (w). 

By  the  words  of  the  act  1696,  c.  25,  subscription  by  the  alleged 
trustee  is  required  to  a  declaration  or  back-bond  of  trust  (o). 

§  758.  On  the  other  hand,  a  holograph  writing  unsubscribed 
will  be  sustained  if  there  is  no  doubt  that  it  was  meant  to  be  effec- 
tual. This  has  been  held  as  to  the  postscript  to  a  holograph  and 
signed  letter  (p)  ;  and  as  to  markings  by  a  debtor  in  an  account- 

(A)  Chapter  on  the  improbation  of  writings,  Part  ii,  b.  i,  1. 1,  c.  8.  (t)  Thii 

remark  has  been  frequently  made  from  the  bench,  os  per  L.  President  Boyle  in  Turn- 
bull  V.  Doods,  1844,  6  D.,  901— Anderson  v.  Anderson,  1860,  22  Sc.  Jur.,  478— Per 
L.  Balgray  in  Greig  v.  Clark,  1829,  7  S.,  773.  (k)  See  chapter  on  improbation 

of  writings,  Part  ii,  b.  i,  t.  1,  c.  8.  (/)  Anderson  v.  Anderson,  nqtra^Bee 

Kajsmyth  v.  Hare,  1821,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  65.  (m)  Stair,  4,  42,  6.    See  also  £rsk., 

3,  2,  22.  (n)  Dunlop  v.  Dunlop,  1839, 1  D.,  912.  (o)  See  Watson  p. 

Forester,  1708,  M.,  12,766.  (/?)  Wauchope  v.  Niddrie,  1662,  M.,  16,965- 

A  B,  1671,  2  B.  Sup.,  617.     See  also  Paterson  v,  Inglie,  1717,  M.,  9441. 
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book  kept  by  the  creditor  (r)  ;  and  receipts  for  partial  payments 
indorsed  on  a  bond  («).  So  a  holograph  docquet  by  a  notary  sign- 
ing for  a  person  who  cannot  write  is  eflfectual  although  not  sub- 
scribed, if  it  contains  the  notary's  name  in  gremio  {t).  On  the  same 
principle,  a  holograph,  but  unsubscribed,  account,  which  the  factor 
for  a  landlord  delivered  to  one  of  the  tenants,  was  held  to  prove  a 
settlement  between  them,  chiefly  on  account  of  the  delivery  {u). 
And  a  memorandum  holograph,  but  not  subscribed,  being  found  in 
the  creditor's  repositories,  is  suflBcient  as  the  debtor's  writ  in  cases 
falling  under  the  triennial  or  sexennial  prescriptions  (x).  In  one 
case,  a  deed  of  settlement  declared  that  all  legacies  should  be  effec- 
tual which  the  testator  should  bequeath  by  separate  writings  or 
memoranda,  although  not  formally  executed,  provided  they  ex- 
pressed his  intention,  and  were  "written,  dated,  and  signed"  by 
him.  He  left  two  holograph  documents  bequeathing  legacies.  In 
the  one  (consisting  of  one  sheet  of  paper),  the  first  page  was  dated 
and  not  subscribed,  and  the  second,  dated  nine  days  after,  was  sub- 
scribed. The  other  was  unsubscribed,  but  was  marked  on  the  back 
"  Additional  Codicil,"  and  began  thus — "  Additional  Codicil,  83 
Prince's  Street,  1st  May  1830. — I,  J.  D.,  leave  the  following  addi- 
tional legacies  to  my  former  legacies."  The  Court  sustained  them 
both  as  valid  codicils.  Lord  Balgray  observing,  that  signing  and 
subscribing  are  not  identical,  as  the  Sovereign  signs  by  superscrip- 
tion (y).  There  is  also  an  old  case,  in  which  an  unsubscribed  holo- 
graph wiU  was  sustained ;  but  the  report  does  not  state  whether  it 
bore  the  testator's  name  in  the  body  (z).  The  authority  of  that 
case,  however,  was  disregarded  in  Dunlop  v.  Dunlop  (a),  in  which 
the  Court  considered  it  more  difficult  to  sustain  an  imsigned  testa- 
ment than  an  unsigned  contract,  discharge,  or  the  like,  in  which 
there  is  onerosity  or  delivery.  In  England,  holograph  wills  con- 
taining the  testator's  name  in  the  body,  but  unsubscribed,  were 
good  at  common  law  (6).  But  a  recent  statute  made  subscription 
essential  to  wills  in  that  country  (c).* 


(r)  Stair,  4,  42,  6.  (»)  Currence  v,  Hacket,  1688,  2  B.  Sup.,  121— Stair, 

wpra.  (t)  CuUen  v.  Thomsons,  1781,  M.,  16,842— Gordon  v,  Murray,  1766, 

M.,  16,818,  [u)  Ainalie  v.  Chisholm,  1696,  M.,  12,626.  (a:)  Donaldson 

9.  Murray,  1766,  M.,  11,110— Watson  v.  Hunter,  1841,  8  D.,  688— Watson  v.  Johnstone, 
1846, 18  Sc.  Jurist,  698.  (y)  GiUespie  r.  Donaldson*s  Tr.,  1881,  10  S.,  174. 

This  decision  is  doubted  by  L.  Mackenzie  in  Dunlop  v.  Dunlop,  mpra,  1  D.,  912. 

{t)  V.  TithiU,  1610,  M.,  16,969.  (a)  Supra,  (n). 

(6)  Lomaine  ».  Stanley,  1681,  8  Levinz,  1 — Morrison  t?.  Tumour,  1811,  18  Vesey, 
183-Na8myth  ft.  Hare,  1821,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  72,  per  Lord-Ch.  Eldon. 

(c)  7  Will.  IV,  and  1  Vict.,  c.  26.  §  9. 


*  Lady  Baird  Preston  convoyed  her  estates  to  trustees  by  a  formal  trust-disposition 
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§  759.  It  would  seem  that  a  holograph  promissory  not«  in 
these  terms — "  I,  John  Brown,  promise  to  pay,"  but  without  the 
granter's  signature,  is  obligatory  (d). 

§  760.  Holograph  deeds  not  regularly  attested  are  not  probative 
of  the  dates  set  forth  in  them  ;  for,  if  they  were,  the  rights  of  com- 
peting creditors  or  disponees,  and  of  heirs  in  questions  of  deathbed, 
and  the  like,  would  often  and  easily  be  defeated  by  false  dating  (e). 

§  761.     In  general  the  deed  is  objected  to  as  being  antedated ; 


(d)  Per  Lord  Balgray  in  QiUeepie  r.  Donaldson,  1881,  10  S.,  174.  See  also  the 
cases  A  B  (M'Raith  v.  Murdoch),  1788,  M.,  1486 ;  Elch.,  "  Bill,"  No.  19,  S.  C— Came- 
ron V.  Cameron,  1775,  5  B.  Snp.,  398— A  B,  1760,  M.,  1442— A  B,  1768,  6  B.  Snp.,  867 
—Hare  v.  Oeddes,  1786,  M.,  1446— M*Bean  v.  M^Pherson,  1806,  Hume  D.,  67;  in  all 
of  which  cases  bills  bearing  the  drawer^s  name  in  the  body,  but  not  signed  by  him,  were 
sustained  against  the  acceptors,  at  a  time  when  the  drawer's  subscription  was  essential 
to  the  constitution  of  the  obligation  in  a  bill.  But  see  per  L.  Fullerton  in  Dunlop  r. 
Dunlop  (tupra),  1889,  1  D.,  912. 

(e)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  22.  Thus  a  holograph  I  0  U  does  not  prove  its  date  to  have  been 
before  the  granter's  bankruptcy ;  Dyce  v,  Paterson,  1847,  9  D.,  1141.  A  holograph  dis- 
charge does  not  prove  its  date  against  a  singular  successor  to  the  debt,  whether  it  is  m- 
Ur  canjunetoi,  L.  Forbes  t;.  M,  Huutly,  1611,  M.,  12,608 — or  not,  Dickie  r.  Montgomerie, 
1662,  M.,  12,606— Bruce  v.  Buchan,  1684,  M.,  12,609.  The  same  rule  applies  to  a  holo- 
graph bond  in  a  competition  of  creditors ;  Bell  v.  Fleming,  1672,  M.,  12,607  ;  2  B.  Snp., 
168,  S.  C— or  with  an  inhibitor ;  Braidy  v,  Faimey,  1666,  M.,  12,607  ;  12,276.  A 
holograph  bond  by  a  woman,  dated  before  marriage,  is  not  probative  of  its  date  as  against 
her  husband ;  Temple  v.  L.  Whittingham,  1686,  M.,  12,490  and  12,606.  A  letter  signed 
by  a  partner  with  the  firm's  signature  does  not  prove  its  date,  when  founded  on  after 
the  company  is  dissolved ;  Winton  v.  Gibson,  1881, 9  S.  and  D.,  662.  In  cases  of  death- 
bed, holograph  deeds  do  not  prove  their  dates;  Yeats  v.  Yeats'  Tr.,  1888, 11  S.,  915; 
Maitland  v.  Maitland,  16th  May  1816,  F.  C— Cases  in  Mur.,  pages  11,477 ;  12,607, 9, 
12, 14.  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  a  holograph  will  challenged  on  the  ground  of  fa- 
cility or  insanity  ;  Suttie  i;.  Boss,  1888,  16  S.,  429— Waddell  o.  WaddeU's  Trustees, 
1846,  7  D.,  606.  On  the  same  ground,  the  date  of  a  holograph  marginal  addition  is  not 
held  to  be  that  of  the  rest  of  the  deed,  and  must  be  proved ;  L.  Durie  v.  Gibson,  1667, 
M.,  16,927— Johnstone  v,  Johnstone,  1688,  M.,  17,068. 


and  settlement,  and  directed  her  trustees  to  pay  all  legacies  she  might  leave  by  an; 
separate  writing,  letter,  or  jotting  under  her  hand,  found  in  her  possession  at  her  deatL 
Eight  holograph  writings  wore  found  in  a  box,  along  with  the  trust-disposition  and 
settlement.  One  of  them  was  unsigned,  but  the  initials  of  the  testatrix  were  affixed  to 
a  memorandum  on  the  back  of  it ;  the  others  were  fully  signed,  and  the  testatrix  ^m 
not  in  the  custom  of  signing  by  initials.  It  was  held  that  the  whole  of  the  documents 
formed  part  of  the  settlement.  There  was  considerable  difference  of  opinion  on  the 
bench  as  to  the  validity  of  the  unsigned  document ;  Baird  v.  Jaap,  1866,  18  D.,  1246. 
Entries  in  a  bank  pass-book,  holograph  of  a  bank,  initialed  by  an  officer  of  the  bank, 
were  held  probative ;  Rhind  r.  Commercial  Bank  of  Scotland,  1867, 19  D.,  619 ;  reversed 
on  the  ground  that  a  bank  pass-book  was  a  current  and  not  a  fitted  account,  and  that 
the  entries  in  it  might  be  challenged;  1860,  8  Macq.,  648-32  Sc.  Jur.,  283. 
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but  the  same  principle  holds  where  it  is  alleged  to  be  the  re- 
verse (/). 

§  762.  Stair  (g)  and  Erskine  (h)  lay  down  that  holograph  deeds 
not  tested  are  presumed  to  have  been  granted  on  deathbed.  But 
it  is  evident  that  these  high  authorities  had  in  view  the  question, 
who  must  bear  the  burden  of  proving  the  date  of  such  a  deed ;  and 
that  they  did  not  mean  to  lay  down  that  an  untested  holograph 
deed  is  more  probably  false  than  true  in  its  date,  or  was  more  pro- 
bably granted  on  deathbed  than  in  liege  poustie.  Accordingly,  it  is 
thought  that  the  rule  should  be  stated  thus : — ^A  holograph  deed 
untested  is  not  probative  of  its  date,  which  must  therefore  be  corro- 
borated by  other  evidence,  according- to  the  nature  of  the  case ;  and 
the  party  founding  on  the  deed  must  bear  the  burden  of  proof,  be- 
cause he  is  inpetitorio  and  maintains  the  aflSrmative  (J),  The  cor- 
roborating evidence  ought  to  be  strong  in  cases  of  deathbed,  since 
the  granter,  being  in  full  possession  of  his  faculties,  might  be  sup- 
posed to  have  antedated  his  deed  in  order  to  defeat  the  legal  pre- 
sumption against  deathbed  deeds: — ^whereas,  if  the  deed  is  chal- 
lenged on  the  ground  of  facility  or  insanity,  slight  corroborating 
circumstances  should  be  held  sufficient  to  make  it  effectual  as  of 
the  date  which  it  bears ;  because  the  probabilities  are  very  strong 
agamst  the  supposition  that  the  granter,  when  incapable  of  making 
a  rational  deed,  wrote  one  with  his  own  hand,  and  purposely  af- 
fixed to  it  a  false  date,  priorjto  the  commencement  of  his  alleged 
insanity  or  facility  (A).  In  questions  of  fraudulent  preference  and 
ahenation,  again,  the  corroborating  evidence  would  require  to  be 
strong,  since  there  was  a  manifest  object  to  gain  by  antedating  the 
deed. 

§  763.  In  such  cases  the  date  affixed  to  the  deed  is  not  to  be 
regarded  pro  rum  scripto.  Although  it  is  not  full  proof,  it  is  an  ele- 
ment in  the  proof,  to  which  the  jury  ought  to  give  such  weight  as 


(/)  Row  V,  Dick,  1698,  M.,  16,699.    See  also  Ayton  v.  Napier,  1686,  M.,  12,609. 

In  gQch  casee  the  deed  maj  be  aet  np  by  the  grantor's  sarvivance,  as  where  the  objec^ 

tion  is  that  it  was  granted  during  pnpilarity ;  Ayton  v.  Napier.  (ff)  Stair,  8, 

4, 29,  and  More's  Notes,  p.  816.  (A)  Ersk.,  8,  8,  96.  (•)  Haddoway 

0.  Inglifl,  1673,  8  B.  Snp.,  200— Cunningham  v.  Ramsay,  1677,  note  to  ibid.    This 

point  is  weU  brought  out  in  Lord  MoncreiflTs  charge  to  the  jury  in  Waddell  v.  WaddeU's 

Tr.,  1845,  7  D.,  606 ;  and  by  Lord  President  Hope  in  Suttie  v.  Roes,  1888, 16  S.,  429 ; 

Macf.  Sep.,  139,  S.  C.  (k)  See  this  distinction,  as  well  as  the  whole  law  re- 

gw^g  the  dates  of  holograph  deeds,  fully  and  clearly  expounded  by  Lord  Moncreiff  in 

^  charge  to  the  jury  in  Waddell  v.  Waddell's  Tr.,  wpra.    See  also  Suttie  v,  Ross, 
tupra. 
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it  deserves  iu  the  circumstances,  and  looking  to  the  motives  which 
the  party  may  have  had  for  misdating  (t). 

§  764.  A  holograph  deed,  challenged  on  the  ground  that  it  i§ 
not  of  the  date  it  bears,  will  be  effectual  as  to  matters  which  do  not 
depend  on  its  date ;  and,  therefore,  where  a  holograph  dispositios 
was  partly  gratuitous  and  partly  onerous,  the  Court  in  reducing  it 
ex  capite  lecti  reserved  its  effect  as  a  security  for  its  alleged  onerous 
cause  (m), 

§  765.  It  would  seem  that  only  third  parties — or  in  case  of 
deathbed  the  grantor's  heir — ^averring  that  tlie  deed  is  falsely  dated 
to  their  prejudice  can  impugn  the  date  which  the  deed  contains  (n); 
and  that  both  the  granter  of  it  (o),  and  the  grantee  who  accepted 
it  {p)y  are  barred  jJcrsoTiaZt  exceptione  from  challenging  it  on  that 
ground. 

§  766.  An  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  holograph  writings 
are  not  probative  of  their  dates  exists  in  regard  to  a  debtor  s  writ- 
ten acknowledgment  of  intimation  of  an  assignation.  Practice  and 
repeated  decisions  have  estabUshed  such  an  acknowledgment  to  be 
effectual,  unless  the  competing  creditor  proves  that  the  date  is 
false  (r). 

III.  Of  Testamentary  Deeds, 

§  767.  Last  wills  often  require  to  be  executed  in  emergencies 
by  persons  disabled  from  writing,  when  two  notaries  and  four  wit^ 
nesses  cannot  easily  be  procured,  and  when  the  presence  of  so  manj 
persons  in  the  sick  chamber  might  be  injurious  to  the  testator. 
On  this  ground  testamentary  deeds  are  probative,  if  authenticated 
only  by  one  notary  and  two  witnesses  («). 

§  768.  Before  the  Eeformation  they  used  to  be  signed  by  clergy- 
men acting  as  notaries ;  and  the  act  1584,  c.  133,  which  forbidfi  the 

(V)  This  8eem8  to  be  the  proper  construction  of  Ersk.,  8,  2,  22 ;  and  the  law  is  ao 
laid  down  by  Lord  Moncreiflf  in  WaddeU  v.  Waddell's  Tr.,  mtpra.  {m)  Gordon 

V.  Roes.  1702,  M.,  12,614 ;  6060,  S.  C.  (n)  Tait  Er.,  10^— Duff  Feud.  Com 

27.  (o)  E.  Dunfermline  r.  E.  Callender,  1674,  1  B.  Sup.,  708. 

{p)  Scott  V.  Douglas,  1787,  M.,  12,616  ;  Elch.,  •*  Prescription,"  No.  12,  S.  C. 

(r)  2  BeU's  Com.,  18— Bell's  Pr.,  g  1466— More,  281— Tait  Ev.,  64— M'Gill  ♦.  Hut^ 
chison,  1680,  M.,  860 ;  12,606 ;  S.  C— Gray  t>.  E.  SeDdrk,  1708,  M.,  4468 ;  1  Rob.  Ap. 
Ca.,  1 ;  S.  C— Newton  v.  CoUogan,  1786,  M.,  860— Dougal  «.  Gordon,  1796,  M..  861. 

(»)  Stair,  8,  8,  84— Ersk.,  8,  2,  28— Tait  Ev.,  109— Buchanan  ©.  M'Aitey,  M., 
16,968— Bog  V.  Hepburn,  1623,  M.,  16,960— Stoddart  v.  ArHey,  1799,  M.,  16,867- 
Hardie  v.  Hardie,  6th  December  1810,  F.  C— Rintoul  v.  Boyter,  1888,  6  De.  and  And., 
215,  affd.,  6  W.  S.,  894. 
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clergy  to  exercise  lay  offices,  excepts  the  "  making  of  testaments." 
This  privilege  originally  applied  only  to  churchmen  who  had  been 
entered  as  notaries ;  but  long  custom  has  extended  it  to  all  parish 
clergymen  of  the  established  church,  because  their  office  frequently 
brings  them  to  dying  persons  when  notaries  cannot  be  got.  Ac- 
cordingly, a  will  signed  for  the  testator  by  his  parish  clergyman 
before  two  witnesses  is  valid  and  probative  (t).  In  two  old  cases, 
wills  were  reduced  because  signed  by  the  minister  of  a  different 
parish  from  that  in  which  the  testator  resided,  and  in  which  the 
parish  minister  was  present  at  the  time  (w).  It  would  therefore 
seem  that  the  privilege  does  not  extend  to  clergymen  of  dissenting 
churches.. 

§  769.  The  question  whether  a  particular  deed  is  privileged  as 
a  will,  depends  on  whether  it  is  of  a  testamentary  nature,  and  not 
on  the  circumstances  attending  its  execution.  Thus  an  assignation 
executed  by  one  notary  for  a  person  on  deathbed  is  null  (x);  where*- 
as  a  postnuptial  marriage-contract  so  authenticated  has  been  sus- 
tained, as  being  in  fact  a  mutual  will  (y).  The  privilege  does  not 
extend  to  mortis  causa  dispositions  of  heritage,  which  in  form  are 
deeds  hiter  vivos  (a).  But  a  nomination  of  tutors  signed  by  clergy- 
men in  place  of  notaries  has  been  sustained  (a). 

§  770.  Wills  are  privileged  only  in  the  form,  not  in  the  sub- 
stance, of  the  execution.  Accordingly,  the  docquet  must  bear  that 
the  subscription,  whether  by  a  notary  or  a  clergyman,  was  by  the 
testator's  authority  (6).  In  one  case  where  a  will  bore  at  the  foot 
the  testator's  name,  and  the  docquet  stated  that  she  had  put  the 
pen  into  the  minister's  hand  "earnestly  requesting"  him  to  sign 
her  name  for  her,  the  Court  held  the  deed  to  be  invalid  in  that 
form,  but  sustained  it  on  the  minister  signing  his  own  name,  the 
case  having  been  superseded  for  that  purpose  (c).  This  decision  is 
said  to  be  of  doubtful  authority  (d).  In  another  questionable  case, 
a  legacy  above  £100  Scots  was  held  to  be  constituted  by  a  certifi- 
cate signed  by  a  minister  in  his  own  name,  although  the  testator 
had  previously  executed  a  will  which  did  not  mention  the  be- 

(0  Stair,  8,  8,  84,  and  4,  42,  7— Erak.,  8,  2,  28—1  Robs  Lee,  169-~Tait  Ev.,  109- 
Cases  in  following  notes.  (ti)  Hepburn  v.  L.  Waughton,  1606,  M.,  16,827— 

Donglas  o.  Wilson,  there  cited.  (x)  Wardlaw  v.  E.  Marischal,  1610,  M.,  16,959. 

(y)  Stoddart  o.  Arkley,  1799,  M.,  16,867.    See  also  L.  Hassington  v.  Bartilmo,  1681, 
H,  16,882,  noted  wpra,  i  676.  (z)  More,  404— Stoddart  v.  Arkley,  eupra. 

(a)  Gray  v.  L.  Ballegemo,  1678,  M.,  16,296.  {b)  Mackenzie  v,  Burnett, 

1688,  M.,  16,888— WiUiamaon  v.  Urquhart,  1688,  M.,  16,888.  (c)  Traill  v. 

TnuU,  1806,  M.,  15,966 ;  17,061,  S.  C.  (cf)  More's  Notes,  406— Tait,  110. 
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quest  (e).  A  uomination  of  tutors  was  once  sustamed,  although 
the  ministers  acting  as  notaries  signed  it  after  the  testator's 
death  (/).    This  decision  cannot  be  relied  on  (gr). 

§  771.  Erskine  (h)  says  that  *'  testamentary  deeds  are  so  much 
favoured,  that  if  the  testator's  intention  appear  sufficiently,  they 
are  sustained,  although  not  quite  forma],  especially  if  they  be  exe- 
cuted where  men  of  skill  in  business  cannot  be  had."  And  he  cites 
a  case  in  which  a  will  executed  by  a  soldier  when  abroad,  which 
did  not  mention  the  writer,  was  sustained,  apparently  on  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  testamentum  militare  of  the  civil  law  (t).  In  another 
case  the  Court,  "  in  the  particular  circumstances"  (which  were  very 
special),  held  that  a  legatum  liberationis  of  two  debts  of  10,000 
merks  each,  was  vaUdly  bequeathed  under  certain  informal  writs, 
which  they  allowed  to  be  adminiculated  by  parole  evidence  (i). 
But  in  modem  cases  the  Court  have  repeatedly  refused  to  give  effect 
to  testaments  and  codicils  which  were  not  holograph,  probative  by 
the  act  1681,  or  executed  by  a  notary,  or  minister,  and  two  wit- 
nesses (1), 

§  772.  A  mutual  will  by  a  husband  and  wife,  written  and  signed 
by  the  former,  and  signed  by  the  latter,  was  sustained  as  the  hus- 
band's will ;  although  it  would  not  have  been  effectual  as  the  wife's 
if  she  had  predeceased  (m).*  A  mutual  will  is  thus  different  from 
a  contract,  which  is  null  as  to  all  the  obligants,  if  any  of  them  are 
not  bound  by  it. 

§  773.  It  is  essential  to  wills,  whatever  be  the  form  of  their 
authentication,  that  they  be  executed  as  finished  writs.  Accord- 
ingly, where  a  testator  in  a  holograph  letter  directed  his  agent  to 
prepare  a  codicil  in  certain  terms,  which  he  annexed  in  his  own 


(e)  Dundas  v.  his  father*8  £xr.,  1689,  M.,  12,601.  (/)  Gray  v,  L.  BaUegerao^ 

rapm.  {g)  See  Huggane  v.  Scott,  1664,  2  B.  Sup.,  862 ;  where  the  Court 

eeemed  to  think  it  would  be  a  good  ground  for  reducing  a  will,  that  the  clergyman  and 
witnessea  signed  after  the  testator's  death.  (A)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  28— .See  Norvel  r. 

Ramsay,  1768,  M.,  12,290,  noted  infra,  {  780.  (•)  Ker  v.  Hay,  1708,  M^ 

16,968;  2  Fount.,  411,  S.  C— See  also  Pennycook  ©.Campbell,  1709,  M.,  16,970— 
Montgomery  v.  M.  Lothian,  1702,  M.,  16,976--L.  Sempil  ©.  Murray,  1732,  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.. 
282— and  per  curiam  in  Crichton,  1802,  M.,  15,952.  (ib)  Norvel  «.  Ramsay, 

1768,  M.,  12,290.  (1)  Rankine  v.  Reid,  1849,  11  D.,  548— Dundas  v.  Lewis, 

1807,  Hume  D.,  917;  Mor.  Apx.,  "Writ,"  No.  6,  S.  C— Crichton,  1802,  M.,  16,952- 
Logan  V.  Logan,  1828,  2  S.,  258— See  also  M'MiUan  v.  M'Millan,  1850,  18  D.,  187— 
Inglis  V.  Harper,  1881,  5  W.  S.,  785 ;  reversing,  6  S.,  864.  (m)  M'Millan  v. 

M'Millan,  supra. 


•  Laurie  v.  Laurie,  1859,  21  D.,  240. 
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handwriting,  and  signed,  laying  up  a  duplicate  of  it  in  his  reposi- 
tories ;  and  where  he  died  (not  suddenly)  before  a  formal  deed  had 
been  prepared,  but  after  some  correspondence  with  his  agent  as  to 
its  terms — ^the  House  of  Lords,  reversing  the  decision  below,  held 
the  document  to  be  only  a  contemplated,  not  a  completed,  codi- 
cil (w).     In  another  case  a  person  executed  a  trust-deed  for  pay- 
ment of  such  annuities,  Ac,  as  he  should  appoint  by  a  writing  under 
his  hand,  although  informal ;  and  he  also  executed  a  relative  deed 
of  instructions  reserving  power  of  alteration.     He  afterwards  sent 
to  his  agent  holograph  and  signed  instructions  for  a  new  settle- 
ment, the  draft  of  which  was  transmitted  to  him  when  confined  to 
bed  by  indisposition ;  and  he  was  seised  one  or  two  days  after- 
wards with  an  illness  of  which  he  died,  without  having  executed  a 
formal  deed  or  initialed  the  draft.     The  Court  refused  to  hold  the 
holograph  instructions .  as  equivalent  to  a  will  (o).'     Thus,  also, 
where  a  testator  signed  and  sealed  a  holograph  testament  conclud- 
ing "  In  testimony  of  this  being  my  last  will  and  testament  I  here- 
to set  my  hand  and  seal ;"  and  the  deed  was  found  in  his  reposi- 
tories with  the  seal  cut  (not  torn)  off,  there  being  no  suspicion  that 
a  stranger  had  damaged  it, — ^the  House  of  Lords,  reversing  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  of  Session,  held  that  the  testator  had  prescribed 
a  solemnity  essential  to  the  authentication  of  his  will;  and,  having 
himself  withdrawn  that,  had  intentionally  mutilated  and  annulled 
the  deed  (p). 

§  774.  A  signed  but  improbative  will  cannot  by  rei  intervenius 
during  the  testator's  life  be  raised  into  a  conveyance  inter  vivos  (r). 
Homologation,  however,  may  exclude  the  heir-at-law  from  reducing 
an  informal  will  (»).* 

IV.  How  far  Discharges  are  privileged. 
§  775.     The  statutory  formalities  must  be  observed  in  deeds  of 


(«)  Monro  v.  Coutts,  1818,  1  Dow,  487.  (o)  Stainton  r.  Stainton's  Tr.,  1828, 

6  8.,  368.  {p)  Nasmyth  v.  Hare,  1821,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  66.    There  were  also 

alteiations  in  red  ink  and  pencil  on  the  instrnment,  and  extrinsic  documentary  evidence 
of  the  testator^s  intention  to  execute  a  new  will.    See  this  case  tupra,  §  744. 

(r)  Boyes  v.  Dinwoodies,  1800,  Hume  D.,  910.  (»)  See  Fordyce  v.  Fordyce,  1743, 

M.,  6700;  Elch.,  "Testament,"  No.  9,  S.  0.    See  infra,  §  862,  U  teq.,  on  homologation. 


7  But  where  a  truster  in  a  mortis  causa  trust-deed  directed  his  trustees  to  pay  his  ere- 
ditoiB,  as  they  and  the  amount  of  their  debts  should  be  set  forth  in  a  list  to  be  left 
by  the  truster ;  it  was  held  that  the  bequest  was  good,  and  could  not  be  defeated  by 
feilure  of  the  truster  to  leave  such  a  list ;  Sprot  w.  Pennycook,  1866,  17  D.,  840. 

^  As  to  wills  executed  abroad,  see  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  114,  and  inf,a,  §  1024,  et  seq. 
VOL.  I.  2  H 
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discharge  (with  certain  exceptions  to  be  noticed  immediately),  when 
the  amount  is  beyond  £100  Scote  (/).  This  has  been  held  in  re- 
gard to  discharges  of  a  debt  of  £100  sterling  («) ;  of  a  bond  (x) ; 
and  of  a  legacy  (y). 

§  776.  But  receipts  for  rent  are  valid  if  only  signed;  a  privilege 
said  to  have  been  granted  to  tenants  on  account  of  their  rusticity 
and  ignorance  of  business  (2).  The  same  rule  is  applied  in  practice 
to  receipts  for  feu-duties. 

§  777.  Discharges  in  re  mercatoria  come  under  the  privilege  in 
favour  of  that  class  of  writings  (a).  Professor  Bell  considers  that 
the  discharge  of  a  debtor  on  a  composition-contract  is  valid,  if  sub- 
scribed by  the  creditors  without  the  statutory  formalities,  on  ac- 
count of  the  neglect  among  mercantile  men  to  observe  these  in  their 
ordinary  writings  in  important  business  matters  (6).  But,  with  de- 
ference to  that  high  authority,  there  is  room  to  doubt  whether  a 
deed  of  so  important  a  character,  for  which  no  peculiar  haste  is  re- 
quired by  the  exigencies  of  trade,  and  which  is  only  collaterally 
allied  to  res  mercatorioje,  is  valid  without  the  rules  of  the  statutes 
being  observed. 

§  778.  A  receipt  by  an  officer  of  a  regiment  for  £50  sterling  to 
account  of  pay,  not  holograph  or  tested,  was  once  sustained,  pro- 
bably on  account  of  the  practice  not  to  authenticate  such  docu- 
ments in  terms  of  the  statutes  (c). 

§  779.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  looseness  in  practice  as  to  tiie 
authentication  of  discharges  ;  and,  in  particular,  receipts  for  termly 
payments  of  interest,  annuities,  premiums  of  insurance,  and  the 
like,  are  almost  always  merely  subscribed  by  the  granter  without 
any  attestation.  It  is  not  likely  that  the  Court  would  hold  such 
receipts  null. 

§  780.     In  a  case  of  a  very  special  nature  the  Court  sustained  a 

{t)  Cases  in  three  next  notes — Supra,  §  748.  The  report  of  the  case  Campbell  9. 
Montgomerie,  1822,  1  S.,  446,  states  that  an  informal  discharge  was  there  sustained. 
But  the  session  papers  show  that  there  were  a  number  of  other  points  which  were  sufiB- 
cient  for  the  decision  of  the  case,  without  raising  any  such  general  question. 

(ti)  Irvine  v.  Macjore,  1710,  M.,  12,284.  (z)  Gordon  o.  M'Intoeh,  1710,  M.. 

16,974.  (y)  Grierson  v.  King,  1781,  M.,  17,064;  Hailee,  887,  S.  C. 

(«)  Stair,  4,  42,  6— Ersk.,  3,  2,  28— Tait  Ev.,  126—2  Hunter  on  Land,  and  Ten., 
428-Schaw  v.  his  Tenants,  1667,  M.,  16,966--Pre8fcon  t>.  Scott,  1667,  M.,  16,967— 
Boyd  V,  Storie,  1674,  M.,  12,466;  16,968,  S.  C— Cunningham,  1684,  2  B.  Sup.,  66- 
Glendinning  v.  Glendinning,  1686,  M.,  9218.  (a)  Infra,  {  784,  «^  uq. 

{h)  2  Bell's  Com.,  604.  This  point  was  raised  but  not  decided  in  Glaas  v.  M'Intosh, 
1826,  4  S.,  1.  (e)  L.  Sempill  v.  Murray,  1732,  Bob.  Ap.,  282.     See  also  Mont- 

gomery V.  M.  Lothian,  1712,  M.,  16,976— 5«pra,  J  770. 
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legcUum  liberattonis  of  two  bonds  of  10,000  merks  each,  bequeathed 
by  certain  informal  writings,  which  were  allowed  to  be  adminicu- 
lated  by  parole  proof  (d). 


V.   Writings  in  Submissions. 

§  781.  It  has  already  been  shown  in  what  cases  writ  is  essential 
to  deeds  of  submission  and  decrees-arbitral  (e).  Wherever  writ  is 
required  for  the  decree,  the  statutory  solemnities  must  be  ob- 
served (/).  But  there  seems  no  reason  for  excluding  irregular 
awards  as  to  moveables  inter  rusticos  or  in  re  mercatoria,  where  a 
formal  submission  is  not  entered  into  (g), 

§  782.  All  writings  executed  by  the  arbiters  in  the  course  of 
the  proceedings  are  probative  without  the  statutory  solemnities ; 
because  they  are  qiuisi  judicial  acts,  and  the  circumstances  in  which 
they  are  written  leave  almost  no  room  for  forgery.  This  holds  not 
only  in  regard  to  interlocutory  orders  on  the  parties,  but  as  to  pro- 
rogations of  the  submission  (A),  and  devolutions  to  an  oversman  (i); 
although  without  these  the  arbiters  or  oversman  respectively  would 
not  have  power  to  pronounce  their  decrees. 

§  783.  It  is  usual  for  arbiters  before  final  decision  to  issue  notes 
of  their  intended  judgment.  But  they  are  not  obliged  to  do  so ; 
nor  are  they  bound  to  pronounce  decree  in  terms  of  the  views  which 
their  notes  contain.  As  the  notes,  therefore,  do  not  express  a 
concluded  determination,  they  are  not  equivalent  to  a  decree-arbi- 
tral ;  and  the  issuing  of  them  during  the  subsistence  of  the  arbitra- 
tion does  not  authorise  the  arbiters  to  sign  a  decree  in  terms  of 
them  after  the  submission  has  terminated  (J),  A  fortiori,  it  is  in- 
competent to  modify  or  control  a  formal  decree-arbitral  by  referring 
to  the  preliminary  notes  (i).  But  it  would  seem  that  they  may  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  an  error  calculi  in  the  decree  (Z), 
and  of  ascertaining  whether  the  arbiters  proceeded  on  grounds 

{d)  Norrel  v.  Ramsay,  1768,  M.,  12,290.  (e)  See  U  560,  659. 

(/)  Halyburton  v.  Halybturton,  1708,  M.,  16,970— Short  v.  Habkin,  1711,  M.,  16,867 
(altering  an  earlier  judgment  in  same  case,  M.,  17,029 ;  4  B.  Sup.,  832) — Percy  v. 
Meikle,  25th  November  1808,  F.  C— Lang  v.  Brown.  1862,  16  D.,  88. 

(9)  See  ii  569,  784,  et  teq.  (A)  Stewart  v.  Wathertone,  1804,  M.,  16,911— 

Kirkaldy  v,  Dalgairn's  Tr.,  16th  June  1809,  F.  0.— Gordon  v.  Monteith,  10th  December 
1812  (where  the  objection  that  untested  prorogations  were  not  probatiye  of  their  dates, 
wu  repelled),  A  B  (no  date),  M.,  17,010 ;  contra,  Sutherland,  1744,  M.,  652. 

(i)  Stewart  t».  Wathertone,  ntpra — Kirkaldy  v.  Dalgaim's  Tr.,  jwpro— Confro,  Heriot 
••  Wight,  1780,  M.,  661,  16,906 ;  Hailes,  849,  S.  C.  (/)  Lang  v.  Brown,  supra. 

(k)  Supra,  I  159.  (Z)  Morrison  v.  Robertson,  1825,  1  W.  S.,  143. 
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§  758.  Professor  Bell  lays  down  that  one  of  the  privileges  of 
mercantile  writings  is,  that  although  not  signed  by  witnesses  they 
prove  their  dates  {t).  This  is  correct  as  to  bills  and  notes ;  but* 
'with  regard  to  other  writings  in  re  mercatoria  it  seems  to  hold  only 
'where  the  question  relates  to  the  ordinary  mercantile  purposes  for 
iwrhich  such  documents  are  granted.  If  the  writing  is  alleged  to 
have  been  executed  on  deathbed  in  order  to  defeat  the  grantor's 
lieir, — or  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  in  order  to  create  a  fraudulent 
preference, — or  to  have  been  executed  during  minority,  but  dated 
af  t«r  the  party  came  of  age — it  seems  not  to  be  probative  of  its  date  ; 
which  must  therefore  be  adminiculated  by  the  party  founding  on 
it  («). 

§  786.  The  documents  privileged  as  in  re  mercatoria  are  thus 
enumerated  by  Professor  Bell  (x),  "bills,  notes,  and  checks  upon 
bankers,  orders  for  goods,  mandates  and  procurations,  guarantees  (y), 
offers  and  acceptances  to  sell  or  buy  wares  and  merchandise,  or  to 
transport  them  from  place  to  place ;  and  in  general  all  the  variety 
of  engagements,  or  mandates,  or  acknowledgments,  which  the  infi- 
nite occasions  of  trade  may  require."  As  it  is  thus  writings  really 
connected  with  trade,  and  not  all  writings  executed  by  merchants, 
which  are  privileged,  there  is  considerable  difficulty  in  determining 
whether  some  writings  which  are  collaterally  connected  with  mer- 
cantile transactions  are  included.  Of  this  nature  are  composition- 
contracts  (2),  and  guarantees  for  repayment  of  advances  by  a 
bank  (a)  ;  as  to  both  of  which  writings  there  is  considerable  doubt 
whether  they  are  effectual  without  the  statutory  solemnities.^® 

ShieU,  1729,  M.,  16,810— Thomson  v.  Grichton,  1676,  M.,  16,968 ;  and  as  to  authenti- 
cation by  a  mark,  Eer  v.  Riddell,  1808,  Hume  D.,  60— Graigie  v.  Scobie,  1832,  10  S., 
610— Brown  ».  Johnstone,  1662,  M.,  16,802— Kennedy  v.  Watson,  26th  May  1816,  F.  C. 
—See  Stewart  v.  Russell,  11th  July  1816,  F.  G.  (i)  Bell's  Gom.,  tupra. 

(u)  Skene  v.  Lumsden,  1662,  M.,  12,618— Row  v.  Dick,  1698,  M.,  16,699— Ruther- 
ford V.  Hay,  1789,  Elch.,  "  Writ,"  No.  7— Winton  v.  Gibson,  1831,  9  S.,  662— Dyce  v. 
Pateraon,  1847,  9  D.,  1141— Gompared  with  Gurrier  r.  Halliburton,  1688,  M.,  12,626 ; 
and  see  mfra,  }  806,  as  to  how  far  bills  are  probative  of  their  dates. 

(z)  1  BeU*s  Gom.,  826.  (y)  As  to  guarantees,  see  sujifra,  §  600  (1), 

{z)  See  tt^ay  §  777.  {a)  See  tupra,  }  600  (4). 


to  All  guarantees  must  be  in  writing,  and  must  be  subscribed  by  the  party  granting 
the  guarantee,  or  by  some  person  duly  authorised  by  him ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  2  6. 
Acknowledgments  for  cash  advances  not  connected  with  any  mercantile  transaction, 
were  held  by  Lord  Mackenzie  not  to  be  writings  in  re  mereaioria;  and  as  they  were  not 
duly  tested  or  holograph,  they  were  held  improbative,  and  ineffectual  to  constitute 
obligation,  though  the  subscription  to  them  was  admitted;  Hamilton's  Executors  v. 
Struthers,  1868,  21  D.,  61.    Notes  obliging  the  granter  to  deliver  goods  to  the  bearer 
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whicli  they  were  not  entitled  to  entertain  (m),  or  whether  their 
decree  embraces  the  whole  matters  which  were  submitted  to 
them  («), — provided  the  decree  itself  is  ambiguous  on  these 
points.* 

VI.  Of  Writings  in  re  mercatoria. 

§  784.  The  expedition  required  in  mercantile  transactions,  and 
their  general  subjection  to  ih^jua  gentium^  rather  than  to  the  Jaws 
of  individual  states,  have  excepted  writings  connected  with  them 
from  the  statutory  rules  as  to  authenticating  deeds.  This  is  a  safe 
privilege ;  because  this  class  of  writings  almost  always  take  effect 
before  the  evidence  as  to  their  authenticity  is  likely  to  be  lost  or 
impaired  by  lapse  of  time ;  while  most  of  the  matters  which  they 
embody  may  be  proved  by  parole  evidence.  On  these  grounds 
documents  in  re  mercatoria  are  valid,  if  merely  subscribed ;  and  if 
their  authenticity  is  disputed,  it  may  be  proved  prout  dejure  (o). 
As  already  noticed,  they  may  be  signed  by  initials  (  p ) ;  and  sub- 
scription by  a  cross  or  mark,  with  adequate  proof  of  its  genuineness, 
is  also  competent  (r).  It  is  proper,  but  not  essential,  that  the 
initials  or  mark  be  adhibited  before  subscribing  witnesses  (*). 

(ill)  Steele  v.  Steele,  22d  June  1809,  F.  G.  (n)  BeU  v.  Halliday,  1S25,  4  S^ 

286.  (o)  Mftck.  ObB.  on  1679,  c  80  (vol.  i,  p.  281),  Obs.  8— Erek.,  8,  2,  24- 

1  Bell'8  Com.,  826— More,  406— Tait  Ev.,  120.  {p)  1  Bell's  Com.,  326— -Si^jfw, 

I  666.  (r)  1  Bell's  Com.,  826— Bryan  v,  Murdoch,  1824,  8  S.,  282^  affd.,  2 

W.  S.,  668— Watson  v.  Hamilton,  1824,  8  Mur.,  484— iSupm,  {  667. 

(«)  So  held  as  to  initials ;  Shepherd  v.  Innes,  1786,  M.,  689 ;  16,818— Thomson  p. 


*  A  holograph  decree-arbitral  is  effectual ;  the  decree  of  a  judicial  referee  is  good, 
though  neither  holograph  nor  tested,  if  it  be  signed  by  the  referee.  So  th.e  opinion  of 
counsel,  returned  on  a  mutual  memorial,  is  as  binding  as  a  decree-arbitral,  if  signed 
by  the  counsel ;  Eraser  v,  Lovat,  1860,  7  Bell's  Appeal  Cases,  171.  In  a  late  case 
the  whole  Court  considered  the  validity  of  a  decree-arbitral,  pronounced  in  England,  by 
an  arbiter  who  wbb  an  Englishman ;  it  was  not  holograph,  and  was  not  authenticated 
according  to  the  law  of  Scotland.  Several  of  the  judges  thought  that,  although  it  was 
in  general  necessary  that  a  decree-arbitral  should  be  a  holograph  or  tested  instrument, 
yet  the  parties  might  dispense  with  authentication  by  express  or  tacit  consent,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  judicial  reference  or  mutual  memorial  to  counsel,  and  that  such  consent  vas 
implied  in  the  case  before  the  Court,  chiefly  from  the  circumstance  that  the  arbiter  was 
an  Englishman,  and  presumably  unacquainted  with  the  solemnities  of  Scotch  deeds. 
But  the  majority  of  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  if  the  deed  would  not  be  held  valid 
in  England,  it  could  not  receive  effect  in  Scotland ;  but  that  if  valid  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, its  validity  would  be  recognised  in  the  Scotch  Courts,  because  it  was  enough  that 
the  deed  was  valid  secundum  legem  loci  executionis;  E.  of  Hopetoun  v.  Soots  Mines  Co., 
1856,  18  D.,  739. 
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bi'onght  ont  against  a  client  in  his  law-agent  s  account,  being  sub- 
soiibed  by  the  former,  is  proof  that  he  examined  and  approTed  of 
t^Iie  account  (/). 

§  789.    As  this  privilege  is  designed  only  to  cover  accounts  and 
relative  minutes  and  docquets  in  mercantile  and  other  business 
'transactions,  it  does  not  apply  to  an  acknowledgment  appended  to 
an  account  of  advances  of  money  (g),  unless  made  by  a  banker. 
Where,  however,  an  account  between  an  uncle  and  a  nephew  (both 
of  whom  were  farmers)  consisted  partly  of  furnishings  for  stocking 
a  farm,  and  partly  of  money  advances,  the  Court  sustained  a  doc- 
quet  appended  to  it,  which  was  signed,  but  not  holograph  or  pro- 
bative, and  which  acknowledged  the  debt  and  promised  to  pay 
it  (A). 

§  790.    Accounts  which  come  within  the  privilege  are  sustained, 
if  authenticated  by  initials,  or  by  a  cross  or  mark  (t).     Even  un- 
signed holograph  docquets  to  accounts  are  valid  (i).     And  a  memo- 
randum by  a  debtor,  holograph  but  unsubscribed,  found  in  the 
creditor's  repositories,  and  mentioning  the  articles  in  a  prescribed 
account,  was  held  to  prove  that  the  account  was  resting-owing  (2). 
In  another  case  a  scroU  account,  holograph  of  a  landlord's  factor, 
but  not  signed,  was  held  to  prove  that  the  payments  which  it  men- 
tioned had  been  made  by  the  tenant,  to  whom  it  had  been  delivered 
by  the  factor  (m).     But  the  Court  would  not  sustain  an  account 
on  some  loose  sheets  of  paper,  where  the  merchant  in  his  oath  on 
reference  admitted  it  to  be  holograph,  but  added  that  the  debt  was 
not  resting-owing  (n). 

§  791.  An  account  which  has  evidently  been  filled  in  above 
the  debtor's  signature  will  be  rejected,  unless  there  be  clear  proof 
that  it  was  inserted  with  his  consent  (o).^ 

(/)  Mackenzie  v.  Mackenzie's  Tr.,  1881,  9  8.,  780.  Bnt  the  client  was  held  not  to 
be  foreclosed  from  examining  the  items  of  the  account.  He  would  not  have  been,  even 
if  the  docquet  had  been  holograph.  (£/)  Laidlaw  v.  Wilson,  1844,  6  D.,  580 — 

See  also  Alexander  v,  Alexander,  1880,  8  S.,  602.  (A)  Stephen  v.  Vine,  1882, 

10  S..  279— See  E.  Northesk,  1671,  M.,  16,967.  (t)  Watson  t>.  Hamilton,  1824, 

8  Mnr.,  484— /5«pro,  J  667.  (A)  Stair,  4,  42,  8  (6).  (l)  Donaldson  v. 

Murray,  16th  Jan.  1766,  M.,  11,110.  (m)  AinsUe  v.  Chisholm,  1696,  M.,  12,626. 

(n)  Nasmyth  o.  Bower,  1665,  M.,  12,621.  (o)  Campbell  v.  Grant,  1848,  5 

D.,  IbS^Shipra,  i  672. 


»  M'Laren  i;.  Liddell's  Trs.,  1860,  22  D.,  378— Same  case,  1862,  24  D.,  577. 
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VIII.  O/BiUa  and  Fromisaory-Noiea. 

§  792.  Being  in  their  origin,  and  still  in  their  most  important 
use,  international  documents,  and  being  constantly  required  in  the 
course  of  commercial  transactions,  bills  possess  all  the  privileges  of 
writings  in  re  met'caforia.  The  privileges  of  bills  have  been  ex- 
tended by  statute  to  promissory-notes  (p);  which  will  in  the  fol- 
lowing sections  be  treated  under  the  general  term  Bills. 

§  793.  In  daily  practice  these  documents  are  enforced  both  by 
way  of  action  and  of  summary  diligence,  if  they  are  signed  by  the 
parties  without  witnesses  named  or  subscribing.  Bills  authenti- 
cated by  initials  (r),  or  a  mark  («),  are  also  valid,  either  with  or 
without  subscribing  witnesses  (/);  but  as  their  genuineness  when  so 
authenticated  requires  to  be  proved,  they  do  not  warrant  summary 
diligence  (w)." 

§  794.  Bills  by  persons  who  cannot  write  should  be  authenti- 
cated by  two  notaries  and  four  witnesses,  designed  in  the  notarial 
docquet  (x).  And  as  that  mode  of  authentication  is  probative  in 
writings  which  require  the  statutory  solemnities,  bills  so  subscribed 
are  warrants  for  summary  diligence  (y).  Where  a  bill  by  a  person 
who  cannot  write  is  signed  by  one  notary  before  two  witnesses 
named  and  designed  in  the  docquet,  it  will  be  sustained  in  an  ac- 
tion (2)  ;  but  it  seems  not  to  warrant  summary  diligence  (a).  If  a 
bill  granted  by  a  person  who  cannot  write  is  signed  by  one  or  two 
notaries  without  witnesses,  it  is  not  probative  (b) ;  but  it  will  be 
sustained  on  proof  of  authority ;  because,  as  already  mentioned,  a 
bill  to  which  the  granter's  name  has  been  written  by  another  person, 
although  not  a  notary,  is  binding,  provided  there  be  clear  proof  that 
the  party  authorised  the  subscription,  or  adopted  or  homologated 
the  bill  (c). 

§  795.     In  England  a  party  is  effectually  bound  by  a  holograph 

(p)  12  Geo.  Ill,  c.  72,  §  86,  made  perpetual  by  28  Geo.  Ill,  c.  18,  §  66. 

(r)  Supra,  i  665.  (»)  Supra,  §  667.  (0  Supra,  §  667. 

(tt)  Supra,  I  668.  (x)  Supra,  §  678,  et  teq.  (y)  Thomflon  on  Bills,  664. 

(2)  Dinwoodie  v.  Johnston,  1787,  M.,  1419 ;  6  B.  Sup.,  888 ;  filch.,  "  BiU,"  16  S.  C. 
See  this  case  noticed  in  Buchanan  v,  Duncan,  1766,  M.,  1461 ;  16,986.         « 

(a)  Thomson,  supra,  (6)  Fyfe  r.  Bean,  1762,  6  B.  Sup.,  887— Buchanan  t. 

Duncan,  mjgpra.  (e)  Supra,  U  ^68,  671. 


12  No  acceptance  of  a  bill,  mado  after  Slst  December  1866,  shall  bind  any  person 
unless  it  be  in  writing  on  the  bill ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  J  11.  Serjeant  Bylee  holds 
that  a  proYision  to  the  same  effect  in  the  corresponding  English  act,  19  emd  20  Vict., 
c.  97,  would  not  be  Iield  to  extend  to  foreign  bills  accepted  abroad,  if,  by  the  law  of 
the  place,  a  written  acceptance  was  not  necessary,  Bylcs  on  Bills,  8th  edition,  176. 
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note  containing  his  name  in  the  body,  but  unsubscribed  (d).  Such 
a  document  seems  also  to  be  binding  in  this  country  (e).  But  it 
would  not  warrant  summary  diligence ;  because  the  fact  of  holo- 
graph, on  which  its  validity  depends,  requires  to  be  proved. 

§  796.  At  one  time  bills  signed  blank  in  the  creditor's  name 
were  held  to  fall  under  the  act  1696,  c.  26,  against  blank  writs. 
But  it  has  for  a  long  time  been  settled  law  that  one  who  signs  his 
name  upon  a  blank  bill  stamp,  authorises  the  party  who  holds  the 
*' skeleton  bill"  to  fill  in  above  the  signature  whatever  sum  the 
stamp  will  carry  (/) ;  and  (unless  where  there  is  fraud)  he  cannot 
object  that  the  party  appearing  as  payee  was  not  the  person  he  in- 
tended (gr),  or  that  he  did  not  get  notice  of  the  bill  being  com- 
pleted (A). 

§  797.  A  bill  may  be  signed  by  the  drawer  at  any  time  before 
being  produced  in  judgment  (i) ;  and  it  is  vahd,  if  signed  by  him 
after  both  the  acceptor  and  the  payee  have  died  (A).  And  if  the 
drawer  in  a  bill  payable  to  himself,  is  dead,  his  heir  or  confirmed 
executor  may  sign  it  {I).  But  it  is  not  settled  whether  summary 
diligence  can  pass  on  a  bill  so  completed  (m). 

§  798.  A  new  holder  into  whose  hands  a  bUl  has  come,  blank 
in  the  drawer's  signature,  may  sign  it  as  drawer  (n) ;  and  he  may 
then  use  summary  diligence  on  it  (o),  as  well  as  plead  the  presump- 
tion of  onerosity  (p).  But  where  a  bill,  blank  in  the  drawer,  was 
accepted  payable  to  a  person  named,  who  handed  it  blank  to  one 
of  his  creditors  (instead  of  signing  as  drawer  and  indorsing  it), 
and  the  creditor  signed  it  as  drawer,  it  was  held  not  efi'ectual  in 
competition  with  an  arresting  creditor  of  the  payee  (r). 

(d)  Taylor  r.  Dobbins,  1  Strange,  899— -Chitty  on  Bills,  163— Bayley  on  Bills,  88. 

(*)  Supra,  i  769.  (/)  See  supra,  J§  648,  651.  (g)  Thomson,  StiU,  & 

Co.  V.  Gall,  1806,  Hume  D.,  68— Druramond  v.  Campbell,  1818,  ib.,  71— Smith  v.  Tay- 
lor, 1824,  2  S.,  766.  {h)  Lyon  v.  Butter,  1841,  4  D.,  178.  (t)  1  BeU's 
Com.,  896 — Ferguson  v.  Blair,  1768,  M.,  1443,  and  cases  in  following  notes. 

(A)  Shaw  V.  Farquhar,  1761,  M.,  1444— Cathcart  v.  Dick's  Reps.,  1748,  M.,  1439. 

{1}  1  BeU's  Com.,  891— Fair  v,  Cranstoun,  1801,  Hume  D.,  46 ;  M.,  1677,  S.  C— 
M'Bean  v.  MTherson,  1806,  Hume  D.,  67— Macdonald's  Tr.  v.  Rankine,  18th  June 
1817,  F,  C— Over-ruling  Robertson  v.  Bisset,  1777,  M.,  1446 ;  1676 ;  and  M.,  "  Bills," 
Appx.,  No.  6,  S.  C.  (m)  Professor  Bell  (1  Com.,  891)  considers  that  summary 

diligence  is  competent ;  and  this  view  is  favoured  by  M'Bean  t;.  M'Pherson,  supra.  But 
in  Fair  v.  Cranstoun,  supra.  Lord  Eskgrove  inclined  to  doubt  upon  the  point. 

(n)  Thomson,  StiU,  &  Co.  v.  Gall,  1806,  Hume  D.,  63— Disher  v.  Kidd,  1810,  ib., 
64— Drummond  p.  Campbell,  1818,  ib.,  71- Smith  v,  Taylor,  1824,  2  S.,  766— Grassick 
V.  Farquharson,  1846,  8  D.,  1073.  (o)  Cases  in  preceding  note. 

ip)  Thomson,  Still,  &  Co.  v.  Gall,  supra.  (r)  Grant  u.  Cniikshanks,  1769, 

M.,  "Bills,"  Appx.,  No.  1.     But  see  Thomson  on  Bills,  57. 
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$  799.  Action,  but  not  summary  execution,  will  also  be  sus- 
tained on  a  bill  on  which  no  drawer's  name  appears  (s).  This  was 
held  where  the  payee  was  a  third  party  named  in  the  bill  (f) ;  where 
a  bill  bearing  the  drawer's  name  in  the  body  (but  not  written  by 
him)  was  indorsed  by  him,  and  bore  receipts  for  payments  to  ac- 
count (u) ;  where  a  bill  indorsed  by  the  drawer  was  blank  in  bis 
name  and  signature  {x) ;  and  where  the  drawer's  name  was  set 
forth  in  the  body,  but  without  subscription  or  indorsation  (y).  Even 
where  none  of  these  circumstances  identify  the  drawer,  the  holder 
of  a  blank  bill  is  entitled  to  action  upon  it,  his  possession  presuming 
a  just  title  (2). 

§  800.  A  bill  accepted  blank,  however,  may  be  rendered  in- 
operative through  fraud  of  the  holder  or  those  with  whom  he  is  in 
concert  (a).  But  the  Court  jealously  refuse  to  extend  this  excep- 
tion (6). 

§  801.  After  the  drawer's  subscription  has  been  adhibited,  it 
cannot  be  deleted  or  materially  altered,  without  destroying  the  bill; 
and  if  there  are  several  drawers,  deleting  the  signature  of  one  frees 
them  all,  because  it  changes  the  relative  rights  under  the  original 
contract.  Thus  where  Kilpatrick  and  M*Leay  were  joint  drawers, 
and  Watson  was  acceptor,  of  a  bill  for  Watson's  accommodation, 
which  was  also  indorsed  by  the  drawers  and  by  Watson's  brother ; 
and  where  Callender  at  the  request  of  Watson's  brother  indorsed  it, 
and,  supposing  that  M*Leay  had  signed  as  drawer  in  mistake  for 
indorser,  he  deleted  M*Leay's  subscription  as  drawer  and  banded 
the  bill  to  Watson's  brother  to  discount  it  at  a  bank ;  and  where 
Watson  having  failed,  and  Callender  having  retired  the  bill  raised 
action  for  the  amount  against  Kilpatrick,  M*Leay,  and  Watsons 
brother — the  Court  sustained  their  defences  founded  on  the  deletion, 
and  disregarded  Callendcr's  answer,  that  that  had  been  done  in  bom 


(«)  In  M'Donfdd's  Tr.  v.  Rankin,  IStk  June  1817,  F.  C,  "the  question  whether  ac- 
tion IB  competent  ou  a  bill  found  in  the  repositories  of  a  defunct,  blank  in  the  drawer's 
name,  was  considered  by  the  Court  as  already  quite  settled;'*  and  their  Lordships  would 
not  order  answers  on  the  point,  *'  lest  it  might  be  conceived  that  they  entertained  ft 
doubt  upon  it."  {t)  Drummond  v.  Dmmmond's  Crs.,  1785,  M.,  1445. 

(tt)  Hare  v.  Geddes,  1786,  M.,  1446.  (z)  Ogilvie  v.  Moss,  1804,  M.,  Appx., 

"  Bills,"  17— A  B,  1758,  5  B.  Sup.,  867.  (y)  A  B,  1750,  M.,  1442, 

(s)  McDonald's  Tr.  v.  Rankin,  ni/mi— Fairlie  v.  Brown,  1824,  8  S.,  5— Elder  r.  Mar- 
shall, 1880,  9  S.,  188.  (a)  Hood  o.  Darling,  1808,  Hume  D.,  59— ^mt  amm  in 
Lyon  V.  Butter,  1841,  4  D.,  178— and  in  Grassick  v.  Farquharson,  1846,  8  D..  1078- 
Thomson  on  Bills,  56,  80.  (b)  Lyon  v.  Butter,  8upra — Grassick  v.  FarquharBon. 
supra — Thomson,  supra — Bayley,  40. 
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jidt  and  for  the  purpose  of  rectifying  a  supposed  error  (c).     Thus, 
also,  where  a  bank  agent,  who  had  discounted  a  blank  bill,  filled  in 
his  own  name  as  drawer  and  indorsed  the  bill  to  the  bank ;  and 
where  on  their  re-indorsing  it  to  him  to  operate  payment,  he  deleted 
his  own  name  as  drawer  and  got  the  person  who  had  been  originally 
intended  to  be  drawer  to  sign  as  such  and  as  first  indorser ; — in  an 
action  by  the  bank  against  the  acceptor,  the  bill  was  held  to  be  null 
both  at  common  law  and  under  the  Stamp  Acts  (cQ.     But  where 
the  holder  of  a  bill  blank  indorsed  for  value  (being  an  ignorant 
person),  instead  of  indorsing  it,  as  he  should  have  done,  wrote  his 
name  on  the  face  of  the  bill,  so  as  eo;  facie  to  be  a  joint  drawer ; 
and  where,  on  the  bill  being  protested,  the  notary,  observing  the 
irregularity,  deleted  the  subscription  and  filled  up  the  blank  indor- 
sation with  the  holder's  name,  the  Court  held  that  the  bill  was  good 
even  as  a  warrant  for  summary  diligence,  because  there  was  no  al- 
teration on  the  bill  as  originally  constituted,  but  only  a  correction 
of  an  accidental  error  which  had  come  upon  the  bill  after  it  had 
been  put  into  the  circle  {e)?^ 

§  802.  It  has  been  held  several  times  that  a  party  by  signing 
a  bill  or  note,  in  such  a  manner  that  he  does  not  appear  as  a  drawer 
or  indorser,  will  be  liable  as  one  of  the  obligants  (/).  Thus  where 
a  note  bearing,  "  I  promise  to  pay  to  Don,"  was  subscribed  by  A. 
Watt,  and  bore  on  the  back  J.  Watt's  signature  without  an  indor- 
sation, J.  Watt  was  held  a  joint  obligant  in  a  question  with  Don  (jr). 
Thus,  also,  where  a  bill  accepted  by  two  persons  was  signed  on  the 
back  by  a  third,  who  was  not  drawer,  payee,  or  indorsee,  the  Court 
held  him  jointly  bound  (A).    And  a  bill  addressed  to  A  and  B  as 


(c)  GaUender  v.  Kilpatrick  and  others,  10th  December  1812,  F.  G. ;  Hume  D.,  70 ; 
8.  C.  (d)  Fleming  v.  Scott,  1828,  2  S.,  446— Young's  Tr.  v.  Paisley  Bank  and 

Scott  (same  case),  1881,  9  S.,  674 ;  conita^  Lurosden  «;.  Marr,  1806,  Hume  D.,  66. 

(0  Russel  V,  Mill,  1810,  Hume  D.,  68.    See  also  Grieve  v.  Miller,  1817,  ib.,  68. 

(/)  1  Bell's  Gom.,  400.    The  learned  Professor  questions  this  doctrine. 

(g)  Don  V,  Watt,  26th  May  1812,  F.  G.  (A)  Watters  o.  Barrie,  7th  March 

1818,  F.  G.,  noted  in  Hume  D.,  68,  S.  G. 


13  A  biU  was  blank  indorsed  by  the  drawer  and  by  the  holder,  and  discounted  by  the 
holder  at  a  bank.  The  bank  clerk,  by  mistake,  wrote  above  the  names  of  the  drawer 
and  holder  a  special  indorsation  to  the  bank,  so  as  to  convert  the  blank  indorsation  into  a 
special  indorsation.  The  words  were  afterwards  deleted ;  the  holder  ultimately  paid 
the  bill,  and  raised  an  action  on  it  against  the  acceptor ;  who  pleaded,  that  as  the  bill 
had  been  specially  indorsed  to  the  bank,  and  never  indorsed  by  the  bank,  the  holder 
was  not  indorsee ;  but  the  action  was  sustained  on  proof  that  the  special  indorsation 
was  a  mistake  by  the  bank  clerk ;  Mackenzie  v.  Dott,  1861,  28  D.,  1310. 
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acceptors,  and  signed  by  them  "  as  acceptors,"  and  by  C  as  cautioner 
for  them,  was  held  good  against  C  as  a  principal  obligant  in  a  ques- 
tion with  the  creditor  (t).  This  case  illustrates  the  rule  that  in  a 
question  with  the  holder  all  acceptors  are  principal  debtors,  the 
subscription  of  any  of  them  as  cautioner  being  held  only  to  regulate 
their  relief  among  themselves  (k). 

§  803.  Where  a  party  who  meant  to  be  indorser  signed  on  the 
face  of  the  bill,  and  thereby  appeared  as  joint  drawer,  the  Court 
suspended  a  charge  against  him  at  the  instance  of  the  drawer,  the 
crowded  state  of  the  bill  and  other  circumstances  satisfying  them 
that  the  signature  had  been  by  mistake  (l). 

§  804.  A  bill  addressed  to  two  persons,  and  accepted  by  only 
one  of  them,  who  had  written  the  bill,  was  once  sustained  on  the 
ground  that  every  one  of  any  number  of  acceptors  is  liable  in  «off- 
dum,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  acceptor  who  signed,  and  not 
of  the  holder,  to  get  the  bill  completed  with  the  other  signature,  if 
he  wished  to  have  relief  to  the  extent  of  half  the  obligation  under- 
taken by  his  acceptance  (m). 

§  805.  Erskine  (n)  lays  down  that,  both  by  our  law  and  the 
general  custom  of  trading  states,  bills  without  a  date  are  null,  not 
only  as  bills,  but  even  as  grounds  of  action.  As,  however,  he  wrote 
before  skeleton  bills  had  been  sustained,  his  authority  is  not  of  much 
weight.  Now-a-days  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  bills  payable 
on  a  day  named  are  valid  without  the  date  of  drawing  or  accept- 
ance ;  for  it  would  be  strange  if  writs  so  highly  privileged  as  bills 
were  null  on  account  of  wanting  what  is  not  essential  to  ordinary 
writings  (o).  It  is  even  thought  that  a  bill  blank  both  in  date  and 
term  of  payment  may  found  action  against  the  acceptor ;  because 
it  is  as  complete  evidence  of  his  obligation  as  a  skeleton  biU  Q?).^* 

(t)  M'Dougall  V,  Foyer,  18th  February  1810,  F.  C.  (*)  1  BeU's  Com., 

399— Thomson  on  Bills,  14— CampbeU  v.  Gibson,  1758,  £lch.,  •'  Bill,"  Ko.  64— M'Dou- 
gall V.  Foyer,  supra,  (I)  Grieve  v.  Miller,  1817,  Hume  D.,  68.  See  al£0 
Rutfsel  V.  Mill,  1810,  Hume  D.,  68,  supra  (0).  (m)  Gbrdon  v.  Sutherland, 
1761,  M.,  14,677.  (n;  Ersk.,  8,  2,  26.  (0)  Thomson,  61— Ivory's 
Note,  66,  to  Ersk.,  supra — Tait,  119.  Thore  may,  however,  be  a  question  under  the 
Stamp  Act,  where  the  stamp  will  only  carry  a  bill  at  a  short  date.    Ivory's  Note,  ib. 

(/?)  In  England  "a  date  is  not  in  general  essential  to  the  validity ;  for  when  a  bill 
has  no  date,  the  time,  if  necessary  to  be  inquired  into,  will  be  computed  from  the  day  it 
was  issued  or  made ;  and  if  a  bill  of  exchange  be  made  payable  two  months  after  date, 
and  no  date  be  expressed,  the  Court  will  intend  it  to  be  payable  two  months  after  the 
day  it  was  made  "  ;  Chitty  on  Bills,  148. 


^^  The  date  of  a  bill  or  promissory  note  issued  without  date  may  be  proved  by  parole, 
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§  806.  Bills  are  probative  of  their  dates  (r).  This  is  even  the 
rule  when  a  bill  is  alleged  to  have  been  falsely  dated  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  an  undue  preference  to  a  particular  creditor  of  the 
granter ;  in  which  case  the  party  making  such  an  averment  must 
stand  pursuer  of  the  issue  («).  But  circumstances  which  cast  sus- 
picion on  the  onerosity  of  the  transaction  will  shift  the  burden  of 
proof  {t).  Thus  where  the  mother-in-law  of  a  bankrupt  claimed  to 
vote  in  the  election  of  a  trustee  on  his  sequestrated  estate,  upon  a 
promissory-note  binding  the  granter  to  pay  "  sixty  days  after  sight" 
a  certain  sum  for  value  received  in  cash ;  and  where,  although  the 
date  written  on  the  document  was  two  years  before  the  sequestra- 
tion, the  "  noting "  upon  it  was  only  dated  three  days  previously ; 
the  Court  refused  to  sustain  the  bill  as  prima  facie  proof  of  a  debt 
which  would  entitle  the  creditor  to  vote  (u).  In  another  case, 
where  a  disposition  by  an  insolvent  party  of  his  whole  assets  in  fa- 
vour of  certain  of  his  creditors  was  challenged  by  a  creditor  not 
named  in  it,  who,  foimding  on  a  bill  dated  the  same  day  as  the  dis- 
position, alleged  that  the  latter  had  been  granted  to  his  prejudice, 
the  Court  would  not  apply  the  presumption  that  the  bill  had  been 
accepted  on  the  date  marked  on  it  (which  was  the  date  of  drawing), 
although  the  parties  to  it  resided  in  the  same  place,  and  there  was 
no  proof  that  any  interval  elapsed  between  the  drawing  and  accept- 
ance. The  ground  of  decision  probably  was,  that  the  coincidence 
of  the  bill  and  disposition  in  point  of  date  raised  some  doubt  upon 
the  bona  Jides  of  the  transaction  as  a  bill  granted  on  that  day,  and 
therefore  its  date  required  to  be  adminiculated  (x), 

§  807.  In  the  same  way  bills  are  probative  of  their  dates  when 
they  are  challenged  on  the  ground  of  deathbed  (y).  But  as  this 
rule  is  designed  for  protecting  genuiniB  mercantile  transactions,  it 
seems  not  to  hold  where  there  is  ground  for  suspecting  that  the  bill 
is  a  device  to  defeat  the  law  of  deathbed ;  as,  for  example,  where  the 

(r)  Erek.,  8,  2,  26—1  Bell's  Com.,  826— Thomson  on  Bills,  60— Tait  Ev.,  116. 

(«)  Authorities  in  preceding  note.  See  ntpra,  §  868 — Thistle  Bank  «.  Leny,  14th 
May  1794,  Bell's  Folio  Ca.,  6.  {t)  See  tupra,  U  840,  867. 

(ii)  Anderson  ».  Gnild,  1862, 14  D.,  866.  (x)  Man  v.  Walls,  1702,  M., 

1006;  1083.    See  this  case  questioned  in  2  Bell's  Com.,  186.  (y)  Ersk.,  8, 

2,  26— Bankt.,  1, 18,  20—1  BeU's  Com.,  826— Thomson  on  Bills,  60— Tait  Ev.,  lie- 
Kennedy  r.  Arbuthnot,  1726,  M.,  1477;  12,616,  S.  C— Johnstone  ».  Strachan,  1781, 
M.,  12,616. 


proirided  "  that  summary  diligence  shall  not  be  competent  on  any  bill  or  note  issued 
without  a  date  " ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  §  10. 
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granter  is  not  in  trade  and  the  grantee  is  a  near  relation,  or  where 
there  is  no  trace  of  any  transactions  between  the  parties  which 
could  have  resulted  in  a  bill  for  value.  In  such  cases  it  is  thought 
that  the  burden  of  proof  would  be  reversed,  and  that  the  date  of  the 
bill,  like  that  of  a  holograph  deed,  would  require  to  be  proved  by 
the  party  founding  on  it  (z). 

IX.  Oflnfiyrmal  Writings  referred  to  in  Probative  Deeds. 

§  808.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  deed  may  be  construed 
in  connection  with  other  writings  to  which  it  refers  (a).  The  ques- 
tion remains,  whether  it  is  necessary  in  such  cases  that  the  writing 
to  which  the  reference  is  made  should  be  holograph  or  probative. 

On  the  one  hand,  if  a  deed  refers  to  a  writing,  which  is  then  in 
existence,  as  containing  explanations,  details,  or  the  like,  regarding 
the  matters  set  forth  in  the  deed,  the  reference  will  not  be  voided 
in  consequence  of  the  document  referred  to  being  informal ;  but  the 
probative  quality  of  the  main  deed  will  be  communicated  to  the 
subsidiary  document  so  far  as  that  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of 
the  reference.     Thus  it  is  the  constant  practice  in  contracts  for  ex- 
tensive works  to  refer  to  scales  of  prices,  specifications  of  the  de- 
tails of  the  work,  and  the  like ;  which  are  merely  signed  by  the 
parties  without  bearing  the  statutory  solemnities ;  and  documents 
so  referred  to  are  held  to  be  imported  into  the  main  deeds.     Thus, 
also,  where  the  obligations  on  one  of  the  parties,  in  a  deed  consisting 
of  two  separate  sheets,  were  written  on  one  page,  which  w^as  signed 
by  the  parties  and  witnesses,  but  without  the  writer  and  witnesses 
being  named  or  designed ;  and  where  the  other  party's  obligations 
were  on  another  page,  which  was  both  signed  and  probative  in 
terms  of  the  statute  1681,  c.  5,  and  in  which  the  parties  bouDd 
themselves  to  "perform  the  above  and  within  articles";  the  Court 
sustained  the  whole  deed,  "  in  respect  the  last  page  was  relative  to 
the  first"  (6).     On  the  same  principle,  where  a  person  by  a  proba- 
tive testament  appointed  an  executor  "  subject  to  the  payment  of 
such  bequests  as  I  may  instruct  him  to  pay  in  a  letter  signed  by 


(«)  Ersk.,  «tt^a— Tait,  «<pra— See  st^a,  ?}  340,  357,  760.  See  Noma  v.  Wood, 
1748,  M.,  4466 ;  12,617,  S.  C,  where  promissory-notes  granted  in  Ireland  were  held  not 
to  prove  their  dates  when  challenged  on  the  head  of  deathbed.  But  this  case  was  de- 
cided before  the  privileges  of  bills  had  been  extended  to  promissory-notes ;  see  Tait, 
tupra,  (a)  Supra,  §  180,  a  ieq,  (b)  Hamilton  ».  Moir.  1710,  M., 

17,028,4B.  Sur.,  814. 
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me  of  this  date  to  the  several  persons  therein  nanoied/'  declaring 
that  after  these  persons  had  heen  paid,  the  whole  residue  should 
belong  te  the  executor  ;   and  where  the  testator  died  two  days 
afterwards,  leaving  the  will  and  a  letter  within  it  containing  direc- 
tions to  the  executer  to  pay  certain  legacies,  which  letter  bore  the 
same  date  as  the  will,  and  was  signed  by  the  testator,  but  was  not 
probative  or  holograph ;  and  where  the  legatees  offered  to  prove 
that  it  had  been  signed  simid  ac  semel  with  the  will ;  the  House  of 
Lords,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,  held  that  the  will, 
by  referring  to  the  improbative  letter,  made  it  effectual ;  and  they 
accordingly  directed  the  Court  of  Session  to  send  the  case  to  a  jury 
on  the  question,  whether  the  letter  founded  on  was  the  one  referred 
to  in  the  will  (c).     On  this  principle,  also,  where  certain  directions 
by  a  truster  to  his  trustees  were  contained  in  a  document  signed 
but  not  probative,  and  having  appended  to  it  an  additional  direction 
in  the  truster's  handwriting,  which  commenced  with  the  words  "  I 
add  to  this,"  &c,,  and  was  signed  by  the  truster,  and  concluded 
thus,  "  wrote  by  myself  this  part  of  it,"  the  Court  held  the  whole 
document  to  be  effectual  (d).     And  a  person  may  make  a  docu- 
ment written  by  another  person  effectual  by  adding  to  it,  in  his 
own  handwriting,  the  words,  "  I  agree  to  the  above,"  or  the  like, 
and  subscribing  them  (e).     On  the  same  principle,  where  a  party 
left  two  holograph  codicils  of  different  dates,  but  written  on  the 
same  piece  of  paper,  only  the  last  of  them  being  signed,  the  Court 
held  that  the  signature  to  it  was  suf&cient  to  validate  the  first  codi- 
cil also  (/). 

§  809.  Even  where  the  writings  are  separate,  it  is  not  essential 
that  the  document  to  which  the  reference  is  made  should  be  sub- 
scribed by  the  party ;  because  the  only  object  of  the  signature  is 
to  identify  the  separate  document  as  that  at  which  the  reference  is 
pointed  ;  and  the  fact  of  the  identity  may  be  ascertained  by  extrin- 
sic proof,  if  it  is  disputed  (y).  Accordingly,  where  a  missive  on 
which  Anderson  entered  a  certain  farm  took  him  bound  to  the  con- 
ditions set  forth  in  the  missive  of  Wilkins,  who  was  tenant  in  an- 
other farm  on  the  same  estate,  and  whose  missive  referred  to  cer- 


(c)  Inglis  V.  Harper,  1881,  6  W.  S.,  786 ;  reversing  6  S.,  864.  {d)  M'lntyre 

V,  Macfarlane's  Tr.,  Ist  March  1821,  F.  G.  (e)  Bryeon  v,  Crawford,  1888,  12 

S.,  89.  (/)  Gillespie  v,  Donaldson's  Tr.,  1881, 10  S.,  174,  noticed  n^ra, 

n^S  (ff)  &Qe  Wilson  v.  Glasgow  and  S.  Western  By.  Co.,  1861, 14  D.,  1 

—Aberdeen  Ry.  Co.  v,  Blaikie,  1851,  18  D.,  627--Gordon  v.  Andersons,  1828,  8  W.  S., 
l-Bnssell  v.  Fraser,  1886,  18  S.,  762--See  also  anthorities  cited  tupra,  I  185. 
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tain  articles  and  conditions  drawn  up  by  the  landlord  for  the  diffe- 
rent farms  on  his  property,  and  where  Anderson,  four  years  after 
his  entry,  signed  a  draft  lease  which  referred  to  these  conditions, 
they  were  held  to  be  binding  upon  him,  although  he  had  not  sub- 
scribed them,  and  although  he  alleged  that  he  was  not  aware  of 
their  terms  (A). 

§  810.  On  the  other  hand,  when  a  trust-deed  or  similar  writing 
refers  to  a  paper  of  directions  to  be  prepared  under  the  grantees 
hand  at  some  future  date,  it  is  held  to  mean  a  document  holography 
or  authenticated  in  terras  of  the  statutes ;  and  a  writing  merely 
signed  by  the  party  is  inefifectual  (i).  Thus  where  a  testator  execut- 
ed a  regular  trust-settlement,  in  which  he  directed  his  trustees  to 
apply  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  such  purposes  as  he  should  point 
out  by  any  deed,  letter,  or  memorandum  of  instructions  to  be  exe- 
cuted by  him  at  any  time  during  his  life,  or  even  on  deathbed  ;  and 
where  he  afterwards,  with  the  intention  of  exercising  that  reserved 
power,  signed  a  codicil  which  was  neither  holograph  nor  tested ; 
the  Court  held  that  the  document  was  invalid  and  could  not  receive 
effect  as  a  testamentary  writing  (J).  They  distinguished  between 
such  a  case  and  that  of  Inglis  v.  Harper  (k),  where  the  informal 
writing,  being  in  existence,  was  imported  into  the  probative  deed 
by  a  reference.  This  distinction  is  also  illustrated  by  a  previous 
case,  where  a  formal  trust-deed  directed  the  trustees  to  "  hold  any 
additional  directions  which  I  may  give  them  as  to  the  disposal  of 
my  property  by  a  writing  under  my  hand,  as  part  of  this  trusts 
deed  " ;  and  where  on  the  same  paper  as  the  deed  there  was  written 
a  codicil  which  directed  the  trustees  to  pay  an  additional  legacy, 
and  which  was  signed  by  the  truster,  but  was  not  holograph  or  test- 
ed ;  and  where,  about  a  year  after  the  date  of  the  trust-deed,  the 
truster  executed  a  codicil  which  was  written  upon  a  separate  paper, 
and  was  regularly  attested ;  and  to  which  a  short  codicil  was  sub- 
joined containing  a  bequest  to  another  legatee,  but  only  signed  by 
the  truster,  without  being  holograph  or  tested.  The  Court  held 
that  only  the  trust-deed  and  the  probative  codicil  were  valid ;  and 
they  refused  to  sustain  the  other  two  codicils,  although  there  was 
no  doubt  of  the  genuineness  of  the  subscriptions  to  them,  and  al- 


(A)  Gordon  v.  Anderson,  1828,  8  W.  S.,  1.  (t)  See  the  cases  on  this  point 

collected  and  analysed  in  1  Ross  Lea.  Ca.,  416,  et  seq.  Ab  to  writings  fonnal  hj  the 
law  of  the  party's  foreign  domicile  at  the  time,  see  chapter  on  foreign  deeds,  m/n, 
I  1024,  et  $eq,  (j  )  Hankino  v.  Reid,  1849,  11  D.,  648.  (Jfc)  St^,ra,  [e). 
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though  the  one  appended  to  the  trust-deed  had  been  signed  the 
day  after  that  document,  and  the  other  had  been  signed  the  same 
day  as  the  codicil  to  which  it  was  annexed  (l)^^ 

§  811.  In  this  class  of  cases  a  distinction  must  also  be  drawn 
between  a  reference  in  one  document  to  another  for  the  purpose  of 
incorporating  its  terms,  and  a  mere  narrative  or  incidental  state- 
ment in  a  deed  that  the  granter  had  subscribed  another  deed  with 
certain  stipulations.  Such  a  statement  does  not  give  validity  to 
the  deed  referred  to ;  which  will  therefore  be  held  null,  if  it  is  not 
holograph  or  authenticated  in  terms  of  law  (m). 


(0  Dandaa  v.  Lewis,  1807,  Hume  D.,  917 ;  M.,  "  Writ,"  Appx.,  No.  6,  S.  C.  The 
case  of  Melvin  v.  Nicol,  1824,  8  8.,  81,  as  reported,  would  seem  to  go  against  this  prin- 
ciple, since  a  letter  by  a  testator,  dated  sixteen  years  after  the  will  to  which  it  referred, 
was  sustained  as  directing  the  executor  to  pay  certain  legacies.  But  the  letter  was 
holograph  ;  see  the  case  noticed  by  Lord  Wynford  in  Inglis  v.  Harper,  mpra,  6  W.  S., 
794.  (m)  See  Duff  v.  E.  Fife,  1828,  8  Mur.,  497 ;  4  B.,  886 ;  affd.,  2  W.  S.,  166 

— BoffweU  V,  Boswell,  1852, 14  D.,  878— Urquhart  v.  IJrquhart,  1851,  18  D.,  742;  affd., 
14th  July  1858. 


1^  Recent  decisions  seem  hardly  to  warrant  the  broad  distinction  drawn  in  the  text 
between  improbative  deeds  prior  in  date  to  the  probative  trust-deed  in  which  they  are 
described,  or  of  the  same  date,  and  writings  executed  after  the  probative  deed.  The 
principle  established  by  recent  cases  seems  to  be,  that  if  a  party  convey  his  estates  to 
trustees  by  a  probative  trust-disposition  and  settlement,  he  may  competently  declare  in 
that  deed  what  form  of  writing  shall  be  held  an  authentic  expression  of  his  instructions 
to  his  trustees ;  and  writings  executed  in  that  form  will  be  effectual  though  neither 
holograph  nor  tested ;  and  they  may  be  effectual  even  although  not  signed.  The  trus- 
ter can  make  the  law  as  to  the  authentication  of  such  writings  for  himself, — and  what 
is  required  is,  not  that  they  should  be  probative  writs,  but  that  they  should  be  identified 
as  those  described  in  the  trust-deed,  if  of  earlier  date ;  or  as  those  intended  in  the  trust- 
deed,  if  of  later  date.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  truster  provide  additional  formalities, 
such  as  sealing,  besides  the  Scotch  statutory  formalities,  as  requisite  to  the  due  authen- 
tication of  his  deeds,  writings  executed  by  him  without  these  additional  formalitiee  will 
in  general  be  ineffectual.  In  RanMne  v.  Reid,  quoted  in  the  text,  the  Court  refused  to 
recognise  an  improbative  codicil,  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  truster  had  not  in  his 
trust-deed  dispensed  with  the  statutory  formalities.  But  in  Baird  v.  Jaap,  1856,  18  D., 
1246,  the  Court  sustained  a  holograph  codicil  unsubscribed,  because  the  testatrix  in 
her  trust-deed  had  directed  her  trustees  to  pay  aU  legacies  which  she  might  leave  by 
any  separate  writing,  letter,  or  jotting  under  her  hand,  found  in  her  custody  or  posses- 
sion at  her  death.  This  codicil  was  of  earlier  date  than  the  trust-deed.  In  Wilsone's 
Trustees  v.  Stirling,  1861,  24  D.,  168,  two  sisters,  by  a  mutual  settlement  duly  authen- 
ticated, directed  their  trustees  to  pay  all  legacies  given  **  by  letter  or  other  writing 
under  our  respective  hands,  whether  formal  or  informal  •"  and  the  Court  sustained  an 
untested  writing,  subsequent  in  date  to  the  trust-deed,  holograph  of  one  of  the  sisters, 
and  signed  by  both  of  them.  As  to  the  essentiality  of  additional  solemnities  required 
by  a  testator,  see  tt^a,  {  744. 

VOL.  I.  2  I 
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How  far  these  rules  apply  to  deeds  signed  in  duplicate  is  noticed 
afterwards. 


CHAPTER  III.— CAN  DEFECTS  IN  THE  SOLEMNITIES  OF  DEEDS  BK 
SUPPUBD  BY  PROOF  OF  THEIB  AUTHENTICITY? 

§  812.  As  the  object  of  the  statutory  formalities  is  to  secure 
genuine  subscription,  it  might  fairly  be  supposed  that  the  want  of 
them  would  not  be  fatal  to  a  deed  which  is  admitted  or  proved  to 
be  genuine.  Accordingly,  the  Court  under  the  older  statutes  al- 
lowed the  subscriptions  and  designations  of  the  witnesses,  and  the 
name  and  designation  of  the  writer,  when  omitted,  to  be  supplied 
by  extrinsic  proof  (a).  But  the  legislature  took  a  different  view. 
Proceeding  on  the  principle  that  the  validity  of  every  deed  should 
be  a  patent  fact,  and  should  not  depend  on  extrinsic  evidence,  how- 
ever unexceptionable,  they  made  the  statutory  solemnities  compul- 
sory, by  declaring  (act  1681,  c.  5)  that  all  deeds  in  which  they  were 
omitted  should  be  null  and  void.  Even  after  the  passing  of  this  act 
the  Court  sometimes  returned  to  the  former  practice  (6).  But  the 
cases  in  which  they  did  so  have  long  since  been  overruled  (c). 

§  813.  It  is  now  settled  law  that  a  deed  in  which  the  writer  is 
not  named  and  designed  is  null,  and  that  the  defect  cannot  be  sup- 
plied by  the  granter's  admission  on  record,  or  his  oath  on  reference, 
that  the  subscription  is  genuine  {d).  In  like  manner  a  deed  or 
missive  which  is  signed  by  a  party  without  witnesses  designed  and 
subscribing  is  null,  and  cannot  be  validated  by  proof  of  its  authen- 
ticity (e).  Even  the  latent  defect  that  one  or  both  of  the  witnesses 
attested  the  deed  without  seeing  the  granter  subscribe  or  hearing 


(a)  Supra,  U  642,  707.  (6)  Beattie  v.  Lambie,  1C96,  U.,  17,021— Iirine  «. 

Maxwell,  1707,  M.,  12,288.  (c)  Brali.,  8,  2, 19— Tait  Ev.,  128— DulT  Tend. 

Con.,  25— Ga^es  in  following  notes.  {d)  Kirkpatrick  v.  Fergnson,  1704,  If., 

17,022— Logie  v,  Ferguson,  1710,  M.,  17,028— Muir  v.  WaUace,  1T70,  M.,  8467;  Hailea, 
840,  S.  C— M'Farlane  v.  Grieve,  1790,  M.,  8459 ;  17,067 ;  HaUee,  1080,  S.  0. 

(«)  Gordon  o,  M'Phereon,  1686,  M.,  17,021— Gordon  v,  Mlntoeh,  1710,  M.,  16,974 ; 
17,029.  S.  0.— Rnssell  v.  Paisley,  1766,  M.,  16,904— Park  v.  M'Kenrie,  1764,  M.,  8449 ; 
5  B.  Sup.,  689,  S.  C— Sheddan  v.  Crawford,  1768,  M.,  8456 ;  6  B.  Sup.,  689;  S.  C— 
MuiT  V,  Wallace,  *wpra— Maitland  ».  Neilson,  1779,  M.,  17,054— Wallace  v.  Wallace. 
1782,  M.,  17,056— Edmonstone  v.  Lang,  1786,  M.,  17,057, 
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him  acknowledge  his  subscription  is  fatal,  notwithstanding  an  offer 
of  proof  that  the  party  truly  signed  the  deed  (/).^* 

§  814.  The  act  1679,  c.  80,  in  directing  persons  who  cannot 
write  to  use  two  notaries  and  four  witnesses,  instead  of  one  notary 
and  two  witnesses  as  formerly,  does  not  declare  that  deeds  subscribed 
in  the  old  form  shall  be  null,  but  only  that  they  shall  "  mak  na 
faith ; "  and  the  nullity  declared  in  the  act  1681,  c.  5,  does  not  em- 
brace this  class  of  cases.  Accordingly,  deeds  signed  by  only  one 
notary  and  two  witnesses  have  been  sustained,  on  the  party  found* 
ing  upon  them  proving  that  the  grantor  authorised  the  subscrip- 
tion (g).  But  there  are  several  contrary  decisions  (A).  And  it  is 
probable  that  the  Court  would  exact  the  statutory  requisite  as  es- 
sential to  deeds  signed  notarially,  unless  falling  under  one  or  other 
of  the  classes  of  privileged  documents  (*).^^ 


CHAPTER  IV. --OF  RBI  INTERVENTUS. 

8  815.  Informalities  in  deeds  which  require  the  statutory  solem- 
nities, and  the  want  of  writing,  where  that  is  usually  required  for 
the  constitution  of  the  obligation  in  issue,  may  be  overcome  by  rei 
intervenhis  (a).^    This  doctrine  is  an  equitable  qualification  of  the 

(/)  Young  V.  mtchie,  1761,  M.,  17,047— Duff  ».  E.  Fife,  1826 ;  8  Mur.,  497  ;  4  S., 
885;  affiL,  2  W.  S.,  166.  (^)  Redpath  ».  Huntley,  1611,  M.,  17,011— Weir  v, 

Moffat,  1609,  M.,  lb.— Sheil  v.  Groebie,  1789,  M.,  16,842;  17,088;  5  B.  Sup.,  210;  ib., 
667 ;  Klch.,  "  Writ,"  Na  8,  S.  0.  (A)  Smith  v.  Weddear,  1627, 1  B.  Sup.,  289— 

BoUands  v.  Bolland,  1767,  M.,  16,861— Swinton  v.  Brown,  1688,  M.,  8412;  8408,  S.  C. 
See  also  Philip  o.  Cheap,  1667,  M.,  16,886 ;  17,019 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  644 ;  S.  G. 

(t)  See  Ihiff  Feud.  Con.,  26.  (a)  In  order  to  avoid  repetition  the  rules  as  to 

rti  inierveniiu  pioeeedlng  on  verbal  obligations  will  be  considered  along  with  those  re- 
garding rei  interveniw  on  informal  deeds. 


^^  Inprobotive  cautionary  obligatLonB,  not  being  m  re  mereatoria,  and  improbative 
acknowledgments  for  borrowed  money,  have  been  held  per  $e  not  to  create  obligation 
though  the  subscriptions  of  the  parties  were  acknowledged ;  Church  of  England  Life 
and  Fire  Assurance  Go.  v.  Hodges,  1867,  19  D.,  414 ;  and  Petition  G.  Brown,  1794 ;  and 
Petition  Francis  Garlyle,  1788,  noted  19  D.,  p.  417,  418— Hamilton's  Executors  v. 
StrntheiB,  1868,  21  D.,  61. 

17  A  diapoflition  and  settlement  of  heritage  and  moveablef,  subscribed  by  two  nota* 
ries  for  the  grantor,  was  reduced  m  toft>,  because  one  of  the  notaries  was  disqualified, 
being  a  truatee  under  the  deed ;  Ferric  v.  Ferrie's  Trustees,  1868,  26  D.,  291. 

1  Rei  mtefventua  is  matter  of  replication,  and  therefore  when  a  party  raised  an  action 

2i2 
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rule,  that  wherever  writing  is  requisite  the  parties  are  entitled  to 
resile  so  long  as  they  have  not  executed,  and  (if  necessary)  deli- 
vered, a  valid  deed«  The  doctrine  ''  is  grounded  on  the  fact  of  the 
person,  otherwise  imperfectly  hound,  having  permitted  another  to 
proceed  on  his  obligation  or  agreement  as  if  it  were  complete,  and 
to  perform  on  the  faith  of  it  acts  unequivocally  referable  to  or  re- 
sulting from  the  agreement,  and  which,  by  the  refusal  to  execute 
the  agreement,  would  prove  detrimental  to  the  person  so  noiisled  or 
encouraged  to  proceed"  (6).*  Wherever  such  ret  interventus  has 
taken  place,  locus  penitefUto/e  is  barred,  and  the  obligation  must  be 
implemented. 

§  816.  As  the  object  of  the  rule,  therefore,  is  to  obviate  defects 
in  the  form  of  contracts  really  undertaken,  and  not  to  force  upon 
any  one  an  obligation  to  which  he  did  not  consent,  it  is  essential 
that  real,  although  not  formal,  consent  be  admitted  or  proved. 
Thus  where  a  factor,  whose  factory  did  not  contain  power  to  grant 
leases,  made  an  agreement  with  a  tenant  for  a  new  lease  for  nine- 
teen years  upon  an  increased  rent,  and  entered  the  farm  at  the  new 
rent  in  a  rental  book  of  the  estate,  and  where  the  tenant  possessed 
for  eleven  yefiurs  and  paid  the  increased  rent  during  the  whole  of 
that  period,  the  leaae  was  held  not  to  be  binding  on  the  landlord, 
who  denied  that  he  had  either  authorised  the  factor  to  grant  the 
alleged  new  lease,  or  had  been  aware  of  the  arrangement  (c).  Thus, 
also,  where  a  tenant  maintained  that  he  held  a  lease  for  years,  in 
respect  of  his  possession  following  upon  informal  documents  which 
had  passed  between  him  and  the  father  of  his  landlord,  who  although 
still  in  minority  was  past  pupillarity,  the  Court,  without  requiring 
the  proof  of  the  alleged  possession  to  be  laid  before  them,  rejected 
the  tenant's  claim;  and  the  House  of  Lords  affirmed  the  judgment; 
one  of  the  groimds  of  which  was,  that  the  landlord's  father  had  not 
power  to  grant  leases  during  his  son's  minority  (cT).  Thus,  also, 
where  a  paper  of  proposals  for  a  marriage-contract  had  been  deU- 

(b)  1  BeU's  Com.,  829— See  also  Enlc.,  8,  2,  8— Tait  Ev.,  181,  227,  et  9eq. 
(e)  CampbeU  v,  Robertson,  1797,  noted  in  Hnme  D.,  849.    There  were  other  ele- 
ments also  in  this  case. — See  a  similar  case,  Sharp  v,  Napier,  1822, 1  S.,  477. 
(d)  Pentland  v,  Scott,  1829,  7  S.,  602 ;  affd.,  5  W.  S.,  28. 


on  an  informal  bond,  he  was  permitted  to  add  on  reyisal  the  facts  and  drcnmstanoes  oo 
which  he  founded  a  plea  of  rei  interverUut ;  United  Mutoal  Mining  and  General  Life 
Assurance  Society  v,  Murray,  1860,  22  D.,  1185. 

'  But  rei  nUervenhu  may  take  place  by  proceedings  of  the  one  party  of  which  the 
other  party  is  not  aware ;  see  infra,  J  842. 
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vered  to  the  wife's  brother,  but  had  not  been  shown  to  her  or  her 
father,  it  was  held  not  to  have  been  raised  into  a  binding  contract 
by  the  subsequent  marriage  (e).  On  the  same  principle,  where 
there  were  several  parties  to  a  lease,  and  some  of  them  had  en- 
tered into  a  new  lease  which  had  been  followed  by  possession,  a 
co-lessee,  who  had  not  been  a  party  to  the  new  agreement,  was  held 
not  to  be  bound  by  it,  because  he  had  not  consented  to  it,  and  the 
slight  increase  of  rent  which  had  been  paid  for  the  possession  of 
the  year  following  upon  it  was  unimportant  as  a  circumstance 
against  him,  seeing  that  the  rent  under  the  former  lease  had  varied 
in  different  years  (/).  ^ 

§  817.  On  this  principle,  also,  a  deed  to  which  one  party's  name 
is  forged  will  not  be  made  effectual  by  the  other  party  having  acted 
on  the  faith  of  it  (gr);  and  rei  interventus  will  not  give  effect  to  an 
obligation  written  on  a  piece  of  paper  which  the  party  signed  for  a 
different  purpose  (A).  So  an  improbative  deed  of  settlement,  fol- 
lowed by  possession  during  the  testator^s  life,  is  not  effectual  as  a 
conveyance  inter  vivos,  because  that  is  essentially  different  from  the 
deed  which  the  party  intended  to  execute  {%), 

§  818.  It  follows  from  the  same  principle  that  a  writing  signed 
by  a  person  while  under  curatory,  without  the  consent  of  the  cura- 
tor, is  ineffectual,  although  it  be  followed  by  rei  interventus  (k). 
An  antenuptial  contract  entered  into  by  a  minor  having  curators, 
not  having  been  signed  by  a  quorum  of  them,  was  held  not  to  be 
ipso  jure  null  (lesion  not  being  proved)  ;  and  it  was  observed  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  nullity  of  a  deed  entered  into  by  a  minor  with- 
out consent  of  his  curators  is  not  so  absolute  as  to  undergo  no  qua- 
lification (I). 

§  819.  For  the  same  reason,  possession  or  other  rei  interventus 
will  not  render  a  draft  or  offer  for  a  lease  obligatory,  where  the  par- 
ties had  not  finally  agreed  on  its  terms  (m).  In  such  a  case  the 
acts  founded  on  were  performed  in  the  expectation  or  hope  of  a  fu- 
ture contract,  not  on  the  faith  of  one  already  concluded.  The  same 
principle  applies  where  the  alleged  contract  contained  some  condi- 
tion precedent,  which  was  not  complied  with,  as  in  the  case  of  a 

(«)  Gainpl)eUB  v,  M'Glashan,  5th  June  1812,  F.  G.  (/)  Graham  v,  Orr,  1881, 

10  S.,  186.  (^)  Skelton  v.  M'Laren,  1816,  Hume  D.,  106 — ^Falconer  v.  Falconer, 

1880,  8  S.,  812,  per  Lord  Gillies.  (h)  See  Mackenzie  v.  Stewart,  1848, 10  D., 

611.    As  to  skeleton  bills  see  supra^  H  648,  651.  (t)  Boyes  v,  Dinwoodies, 

1800,  Hume  D.,  910.  (ib)  Primrose  v.  L.  Boesyth,  1579,  M.,  5980. 

(Q  Brace  v.  Hamilton,  1854,  17  D.,  265.  (m)  Cairns  v.  Gerrard,  1888,  11 

S.,  787— Alexander  v.  Montgomery,  1778,  2  Pat.,  300. 
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lease  where  the  landlord  stiptdated  for  caution  for  the  rent,  and  the 
tenant  possessed  for  six  years  without  having  found  caution  {n) ; 
and  where  written  communings  for  a  contract  provided  that  there 
should  not  be  a  concluded  agreement  until  a  formal  deed  had  been 
executed,  but  the  possession  took  place  without  that  condition  hav- 
ing been  fulfilled  (o).* 

The  effect  of  homologation  upon  deeds  originally  deficient  in  the 
granter's  consent  is  noticed  afterwards  (^). 

§  820.  As  to  the  informalities  which  rei  interventvs  will  over- 
come there  is  no  limit.  It  operates  when  the  deed  is  probative  ex 
faeie^  but  labours  under  a  latent  objection,  e.gr.,  that  the  witnesses 
did  not  see  the  party  sign,  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  subscrip- 
tion (r);  that  the  notaries  did  not  subscribe  unico  contexiu  («)  ;  or 
that  the  deed  was  not  executed  before  the  witnesses  and  at  the 
place  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  (t), 

§  821.  Patent  informalities,  also,  fail  to  invalidate  a  deed  which 
has  been  followed  by  rei  interventv^s.  For  example,  this  has  been 
held  as  to  the  non-subscription  of  witnesses  (w),  the  subscription  of 
only  one  notary  and  fewer  than  four  witnesses  (x),  and  as  to  the 
want  of  designation  of  the  writer  (y),  and  of  the  witnesses  (»).  In 
like  manner  a  marriage-contract  in  the  English  form,  but  wanting 
the  solemnities  required  by  Scotch  law,  was  allowed  to  affect  the 
husband's  heritage  situated  in  this  country ;  marriage  having  fol- 
lowed  on  the  faith  of  it  (a). 

§  822.     Documents  merely  signed  by  the  parties  without  any 


(n)  Cairns  v,  Oerrard,  tupra,  (o)  Alexander  v,  Montgomery,  wnpta.    See 

wpra,  2  604.  {p)  Tufray  \  852,  << ««;.,  on  homologation.  (r)  Smith  v.  Bank 

of  Scotland,  25th  Jan.  1821,  F.  C,  as  noticed  by  Lord  Qlenlee  in  E.  Fife  v.  Doff,  1825, 
4  S.,  886.  (*)  M'Morran  ».  Black,  1624,  M.,  16,880. 17,012-^w  o.  Craig. 

1688,  M.,  17,017.  (0  Martin  ».  Wingate,  1828,  6  S.,  859.  («)  Grant  p. 

Grant,  1758,  M.,  18,841— Telfer  v.  Hamilton,  1786,  M.,  17,082.  (x)  Lockie  r. 

,  1627,  M.,  17,014— Grieve  v.  Cant,  1626,  M.,  6681--Mmr  w.  Crawford.  1628,  M., 

17,014— Cheap  ».  Mowat,  1626,  M.,  17,014— Nisbet ».  Newlands,  1680,  M,,  6682;  17,016 
— Grierson  ».  Scotts,  1699,  M.,  17,022— Crosbie  ».  Shiell,  1789,  M.,  16,842. 

(y)  Bnchanan  t;.  Buchanan,  1776,  M.,  17,051— Wolf  ».  Scott,  1686,  M.,  17,017. 

(s)  Hamilton  o.  Wright,  1886,  14  S.,  828 ;  affd.,  8  Sh.  and  M«L.,  127— Kibbles  p. 
Stevenson,  1881,  5  W.  S.,  568— Falconer  «.  Falconer,  1880, 8  S.,  812— Taylor  p.  Grieve, 
1800,  M.,  "  Arbitration,"  Appx.,  No.  8.  (a)  Bushby  p.  Benny.  1825,  4  S..  110. 


3  But  possession  on  an  informal  lease,  before  the  date  of  entry  but  on  the  faith  of 
the  lease,  would  probably  be  held  to  validate  it  rei  interventu ;  Pratt  p.  Abercrombr, 
1858,  21  D.,  p.  21,  per  Lord  Benholme. 
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further  authentication  have  repeatedly  been  sustained,  where  ret  in-- 
terventua  had  ensued  upon  them  (6). 

§  823.  Rei  interventus  will  validate  deeds  signed  by  initials 
without  the  statutory  solemnities  (e),  and  deeds  signed  by  a  cross 
or  mark  (cl). 

§  824.  Even  the  want  of  subscription  by  one  of  the  parties  to 
a  mutual  contract  may  be  obviated  by  this  means,  provided  he  truly 
consented  to  the  agreement  recorded  in  the  deed  (e).  Thus  a  mis- 
sive signed  only  by  the  tenant,  and  found  in  the  landlord's  re- 
positories (/),  or  a  missive  signed  by  the  landlord  and  delivered 
to  the  tenant  (9),  constitutes  a  binding  lease,  if  possession  followed 
upon  it.  Thus,  also,  a  marriage-contra(;t  signed  by  the  husband 
and  by  the  wife's  father,  but  not  by  her,  was  set  up  by  marriage 
and  payment  of  toeher  on  the  faith  of  it  (A) ;  and  an  agreement 
between  the  father  and  mother  of  an  illegitimate  child  for  its  ali- 
ment, having  been  signed  by  the  father  and  the  mother's  brother, 
but  not  by  the  mother  herself,  and  having  been  acted  upon  by  the 
parties,  was  held  to  be  effectual  (t).  And  where  one  of  three  par- 
ties to  a  submission  as  to  their  respective  rights  of  pasturage,  agreed 
verbally  to  the  terms  of  the  submission  as  contained  in  an  informal 
letter,  which  was  signed  by  the  others,  but  not  by  him ;  and  where 
he  appeared  and  adduced  witnesses  under  the  reference ;  the  decree- 
arbitral  was  held  to  be  effectual  against  one  of  the  parties  who  had 
signed  the  letter,  but  who  contended  that,  as  it  had  not  been  signed 
by  all  the  parties,  it  was  not  binding  upon  any  of  them  {j). 

5  825.  A  written  agreement,  which  both  parties  have  neglected 
to  8ign,'will  even  be  effectual  as  the  measure  of  their  contract,  if 
ret  ifUerventua  has  followed  on  the  faith  of  its  being  imple- 
mented (Je). 

§  826.     In  all  cases  where  the  signature  of  both  or  either  of  the 


(6)  See,  for  example,  Duncan  v,  Barron,  1752,  M.,  16,984;  15,177,  S.  C— Goodlet 
CampbeU  v.  Lennox,  1789,  M.,  16,979— Manderaon  v,  M'Minn,  1802,  Hume  D.,  90— 
Bdfour  V.  Thomson,  1806,  ib.,  94— Grant  v,  M'Donald,  1827,  5  S.,  817— Johnstone  v. 
Grant,  1844,  6  D.,  875.  (c)  M' Arthur  ».  Simpson,  1804,  M.,  15,181. 

(rf)  M'NeU  V,  Black,  1814,  Hume  D.,  108— Neil  1;.  Vashon,  1807,  ib.,  20. 

(«)  See  More,  67,  and  eases  there  cited.  (/)  Stewart  v.  Countess  Moray, 

1772,  2  Pat.,  817 ;  reyersing,  M.,  4898— Graham  v.  Gowans,  1792,  Hume  D.,  784-Ro88 
•.  Boas,  1790.  ib.,  774— Gordon  v.  Anderson,  1828,  3  W.  S.,  1.  (g)  Arbuthnot 

r.  Campbell,  1798,  Hume  D..  785— Murdoch  v.  Moir,  18th  June  1812,  F.  C— M'Pher- 
flon  ».  M'Pherson,  12th  May  1815,  F.  C— Home  1;.  Home,  1684,  M.,  8421. 

(A)  Wemyss  v,  Wemyss.  1768,  M.,  9174.  (i)  Gibb  r.  Ogg,  1835,  13  S.,  612. 

(/)  Brown  v,  Gardner,  1789,  M.,  5669 :  8474,  S.  C.  (*)  Gordon  v.  Car- 

michael,  1800,  Hume  D.,  805— Grieve  v.  Pringlc,  1797,  M.,  6951— Cases  infra,  J  827. 
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parties  is  awanting,  it  is  essential  to  ascertain  whether  the  defect 
arose  from  inadvertance,  or  from  tlie  want  of  substantial  consent 
If  it  arose  from  the  latter  cause,  the  contract  is  ineffectual,  not  only 
as  against  the  non-subscribing  party,  but  also  as  against  those  who 
subscribed ;  because  each  contracting  party  is  in  law  presumed  to 
bind  himself  on  the  understanding  and  condition  that  all  the  others 
shall  be  bound  also.  Accordingly,  where  a  letter  of  guarantee  had* 
originally  been  meant  to  be  granted  by  two  persons,  and  had  been 
written  "  We  the  undersigned,"  Ac,  but  had  been  subscribed  by  only 
one  of  the  parties,  and  been  altered  into  "  I  the  undersigned,*'  and 
had  been  followed  by  advances  on  the  faith  of  its  validity,  the  CJourt 
held  that  it  was  not  binding  on  the  party  who  had  signed  it,  there 
being  no  proof  that  he  had  agreed  to  be  bound  as  sole  cautioner  (J). 
On  the  same  ground,  where  a  cash-credit  bond  in  the  name  of  five 
parties  took  them  all  bound  in  aolidum  for  advances  made  to  one  of 
their  number,  but  where  one  of  the  intended  cautioners  refused  to 
sign  it,  and  money  was  advanced  on  the  faith  of  the  obligation  as 
partially  signed,  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  effectual  against 
those  who  subscribed,  although  the  bank  had  not  specially  under- 
taken to  get  it  signed  by  all  the  parties  (wi).*  Of  course  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  would  have  been  bound  notwithstanding  the  omission; 
as  his  obligation  could  not  have  been  contingent  on  the  subscrip- 
tion of  the  persons  who  joined  him  in  the  bond.  And  if  the  conduct 
of  the  parties  subscribing,  or  their  writs  or  oaths,  had  shown  that 
they  intended  to  be  bound  nothwithstanding  the  non-subscription 
of  the  party  who  had  refused  to  sign,  they  would  have  been  held 
liable  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  deed  had  run  in  their  names 


Q)  Loudon  i-.  Jackson,  1826,  8  S.,  558.  (m)  Faterson  v.  Bonax,  1844,  6  D.,  987. 


^  Money  was  advanced  in  loan,  on  an  obligation  bearing  to  be  g^ranted  by  five  par> 
ties,  fonr  of  them  being  cautioners.  Three  of  the  cautioners  signed  the  bond,  and  the 
principal  obligant  forged  the  name  of  the  fourth ;  it  was  held  not  binding  on  any  of  the 
cautioners ;  Scottish  Provincial  Assurance  Co.  w.  Pringle,  1858,  20  D.,  466.  But  where 
a  bond  of  caution  in  a  suspension,  bore  to  be  signed  by  two  cautioners,  and  one  sig* 
nature  proved  to  be  a  forgery ;  the  Court,  reversing  the  judgment  of  Lord  Kinloch, 
held  the  other  cautioner  liable  in  all  the  obligations  under  the  bond.  The  distinction 
taken  between  a  bond  of  caution  in  a  suspension  and  a  bond  of  caution  in  favour  of  a 
creditor,  being,  that  in  the  latter  case  the  caution  is  demanded  by  the  creditor  as  the 
condition  of  advancing  the  money,  or  not  calling  up  the  money  advanced.  In  the  for- 
mer case  the  bond  is  the  deed  of  the  suspender,  and  originates  with  him;  the  endeavour 
of  the  charger  is  to  get  the  note  of  suspension  dismissed,  and  the  bond  of  caution  is 
forced  on  him ;  and  he  is  entitled  to  leave  the  procuring  of  caution  entirely  to  the  sus- 
pender, subject  to  the  control  exercised  by  the  officials  in  the  BiU  Chamber ;  Simpson 
r.  Fleming,  1860,  22  D.,  679. 
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alone  (n).  There  are  also  writings  which,  although  in  the  form  of 
mutual  deeds,  really  contain  independent  provisions,  and  in  which, 
therefore,  the  want  of  authentic  subscription  by  one  party  does  not 
annul  the  deed  as  to  the  other.  An  example  of  this  has  already 
been  given  in  the  case  of  a  mutual  will  by  a  husband  and  wife, 
which  was  sustained  as  a  holograph  will  of  the  former,  although, 
if  the  wife  had  predeceased,  it  would  not  have  been  eflFectual  as  her 
will,  because  it  was  not  legally  attested  (o). 

§  827.     Again,  although  the  pijoper  purpose   of  the  writing 
founded  on  is  not  to  bind  the  parties  to  a  concluded  agreement,  yet 
if  they  intended  it  to  do  so,  the  right  to  resile  from  its  stipulatioAS 
will  be  barred  by  rei  interventus.      This  is  often  exemplified  in 
leases,  where  documents  not  framed  as  formal  deeds,  but  followed' 
by  the  tenant's  possession  on  the  faith  of  their  being  implemented, 
have  been  held  to  constitute  agreements  for  the  periods  stipulated. 
One  case  of  this  kind  is  mentioned  above,  where  the  documents 
sustained  were  a  missive  offer  signed  by  the  tenant,  and  a  draft 
lease  prepared  in  accordance  with  it,  and  signed  by  him  four  years 
after  his  possession  had  commenced  (j?).     In  another  case,  where 
a  draft  lease  written  by  the  husband  of  the  proprietrix  and  delivered 
to  the  tenant,  but  not  signed  by  either  party,  had  been  followed  by 
possession  and  by  payment  of  rent  upon  receipts  for  the  first  and 
second  half-year's  rents  "  under  the  new  tack,"  the  Court  held  that 
the  tenant  possessed  on  a  written  lease  for  the  time  specified  in  the 
draft,  beinrg  satisfied  that  the  parties  had  completed  an  agreement 
in  accordance  with  it  (r).     On  the  same  principle,  where  a  land- 
lord signed  a  memorandum  for  preparing  a  new  lease  to  one  of  his 
tenants,  and  handed  it  to  a  person  who  managed  his  money  matters 
in  London,  with  directions  to  transmit  it  to  the  local  factor  for  be- 
hoof of  the  tenant,  who  was  sister  of  both  these  persons ;  and  where 
the  tenant  possessed  for  some  time  after  the  expiry  of  her  old  lease, 
and  certain  letters  were  written  by  the  landlord  to  the  local  factor, 
which  referred  to  the  tenant's  possession  as  one  for  years,  and  pro- 
posed a  new  arrangement  on  the  footing  of  her  being  remunerated 
for  loss  of  profits  if  the  lease  was  interrupted  ;  the  Court  held  that 
in  the  whole  circumstances  the  tenant  possessed  on  a  written  lease 
for  years,  as  the  memorandum  had  been  intended  to  be  binding  on 
the  landlord,  and  the  possession  was  to  be  attributed  to  that  title  («). 

m 

(ft)  See  Macdonald  v.  Stewart,  6th  July  1810,  F.  0. 

(o)  McMillan  v,  McMillan,  1850,  18  D.,  187.  (p)  Gordon  v.  Andenon, 

1828,  8  W.  S.,  I— Supra,  §  809.  (r)  Grieve  v,  Pringle,  1797,  M.,  5961. 

(<)  Mackenzie  v,  Mackenzie,  1799,  Hume  D.,  801. 
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In  another  case  a  letter  addressed  by  the  principal  factor  on  an  es* 
tate  (who  had  power  to  grant  leases)  to  the  local  sub-factor,  and 
delivered  by  the  latter  to  the  tenant,  having  been  followed  by  pos- 
session and  payment  of  rent  in  accordance  with  its  terms,  waa  snfi- 
tained  against  a  singular  successor  of  the  landlord  {t).  On  the 
same  principle,  an  obligation  (although  not  holograph  or  tested)  to 
grant  a  lease,  if  delivered  and  followed  by  rei  interveniuSf  is  effec- 
tual (u).  And  where,  shortly  before  a  sequestration  had  been 
wound  up  on  a  composition-contract  with  cautioners  under  a  re- 
gular bond  of  caution,  the  bankrupt,  at  the  desire  of  the  trostee  in 
the  sequestration,  obtained  from  another  person  a  holograph  letter 
authorising  the  bankrupt  to  propose  him  as  a  security  for  the  trus- 
tee's commission  ;  which  letter  was  handed  to  the  trustee,  but  was 
not  laid  before  the  creditors,  or  mentioned  in  the  proceedings  rela- 
tive to  the  bankrupt's  discharge ;  in  an  action  by  the  trustee  against 
the  writer  of  the  letter,  the  Court  held  that,  as  it  formed  part  of  the 
consideration  upon  which  the  trustee  consented  to  the  discharge,  it 
was  effectual  as  a  cautionary  obligation  in  his  favour  (a;).* 

§  828.  E  converso,  a  mere  memorandum  by  a  landlord  on  the 
margin  of  his  ledger,  mentioning  the  term  of  a  tenant's  possession 
to  be  fifteen  years,  having  been  followed  by  possession  for  part  of 
that  period,  was  held  not  to  constitute  a  written  lease  for  the  whole 
term,  the  landlord  having  deponed  that  it  was  merely  a  note  of  a 
verbal  arrangement  which  the  parties  had  made  for  a  lease  during 
the  time  mentioned  (y).  In  reporting  t^s  case  Baron  Hume  ob- 
serves, "  It  is  true  that  of  late  years  much  equitable  favour  has  been 
shown  to  tenants,  in  sustaining  written  titles  of  possession  for  a 
term  of  years,  though  imperfect  or  informal,  if  they  have  been  fol- 
lowed with  possession  and  payment  of  rent.  And  this  seems  to  be 
right  where  the  writing,  irregular  and  imshapely  as  it  is,  appears, 
however,  to  have  been  intended  by  the  parties  at  the  time  as  the 
permanent  evidence  of  a- finished  agreement.  But  it  would  be 
against  all  principle  (and  this  length  the  Lords  have  never  gone) 

(t)  Arbuthnot  v.  Reid,  1804,  Hume  D.,  815.  («)  Grant  v.  RichardMn, 

1788,  M.,  15,180— Garioch  v.  Fotbes,  1750,  M.,  15,177— Sutherland  v.  Hay,  1845,  8  D., 
288.  (z)  Tweedie  v,  M'Intyre,  1823,  2  8.,  861.  (y)  Maxwell  v. 

GrieiBon,  1812,  Hume  D.,  849. 


A  Pencil  jottings  in  a  tenant's  books,  signed  bj  landlord  and  tenant,  and  followed 
by  possession,  were  held  to  constitute  a  binding  contract;  Williamson  t».  Kennedy, 
1857,  19  D.,  448. 
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to  sustain  to  the  same  effect  some  brief  note  or  occasional  memo- 
randum, made  by  the  landlord  for  his  own  private  use,  or  some 
transient  and  incidental  mention  of  terms  of  set  in  a  writing  des- 
tined for  some  quite  different  purpose — ^for  instance,  a  receipt  for 
rent.     In  signing  such  a  receipt,  unless  it  utterly  deviates  from  the 
usual  style,  the  landlord  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  had  anything 
more  in  view  than  to  acknowledge  and  discharge  a  payment  of  rent. 
I  have  a  note  accordingly,  but  without  the  names  of  parties,  of  a 
judgment  given  to  that  effect  on  the  10th  of  March  1798.     The 
Court  refused  in  this  instance  to  sustain  as  a  written  title  of  posses- 
sion, a  receipt  for  rent  signed  by  the  landlord,  written  however  by 
the  tenant,  which  bore  that  the  money  was  paid  as  the  first  year's 
rent  of  the  new  tack  for  twelve  years."    In  another  case,  where  a 
tenant  averring  a  nineteen  years'  lease,  founded  on  receipts  by  the 
landlord's  factor  for  rent  for  eleven  years,  and  an  entry  in  the  rental- 
book  kept  by  the  factor  mentioning  the  farm  as  let  at  the  new  rent 
for  nineteen  years,  the  Court,  treating  these  documents  as  if  they 
had  been  written  by  the  landlord,  held  that  they  were  insufficient 
to  constitute  a  lease  under  a  written  title  (z). 

These  cases,  accordingly,  show  that  different  effects  may  follow 
from  ret  irUerventus  upon  an  informal  writing  by  which  the  parties 
intended  to  constitute  their  agreement,  and  upon  the  writ  of  party 
ex  post  facto  proving  a  verbal  agreement  between  them.  The  im- 
portance of  this  distinction  in  contracts  of  lease  and  service  will  be 
seen  immediately. 

§  829.  The  same  equitable  principle  which  excludes  l/ocuapeni- 
tetUiae  from  an  informal  written  contract,  dispenses  with  the  neces- 
sity for  writing  in  obligations  which  could  not  have  been  contracted 
verbally,  if  matters  had  been  entire  ;  such  obligations  being  effec- 
tual when  they  have  been  followed  by  ret  irUerventus  (a).  This  is 
the  rule,  however  important  the  subject  may  be ;  as,  for  example, 
in  verbal  feu-contracts  (&),  verbal  sales  of  heritage  (c),  verbal  con- 


(z)  Campbell  v.  Robertson,  1797,  noted  in  Hume  D.,  849.  There  was  also  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  factor's  powers  to  grant  a  lease ;  see  mpra,  {  816. 

(a)  Eisk.,  8,  2,  8.  (b)  Rait  v,  Galloway,  1888,  12  S.,  181. 

(c)  In  Lawrie  r.  Craik,  1697,  M.,  8426,  a  Terbal  sale  of  heritage  was  held  to  be  effec- 
tual on  aooonnt  of  part  of  the  price  having  been  paid.  In  E.  Kinghom  o.  Hay,  1674, 
H.,  8414,  a  Terbal  agreement  for  the  sale  of  lands  was  sustained,  in  consequence  of  the 
seller  having  purchased  up  a  mid-superiority  in  order  that  the  purchaser  might  hold  as 
a  crown  vaBsal,  which  had  been  part  of  the  bargain.  In  Thomson  v,  Thomson,  1699, 
M.,  8426,  a  verbal  sale  of  a  house,  having  been  followed  by  delivery  of  the  keys  and  ti- 
tles, by  a  year  and  a  half  s  possession  by  the  purchaser,  who  during  that  time  had  en- 
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fititutions  of  Bervitude  ((2),  excambion  (e),  and  submission  as  to 
heritage  (/).  ^ 

In  like  manner,  a  promise  by  a  superior  to  enter  an  intending 
purchaser  of  the  property,  without  exacting  the  usual  casualty,  hav- 
ing been  followed  by  the  purchase  on  the  faith  of  the  promise  be- 
ing performed,  was  held  to  be  effectual  {g) ;  and  a  verbal  consent 
by  a  proprietor  in  a  burgh  to  a  neighbouring  proprietor  building 
some  distance  into  the  street,  having  been  acted  upon  by  the  build- 
ing being  proceeded  with,  locus  penitentiae  was  held  to  be  ex- 
cluded (*).• 

§  830.  With  regard  to  verbal  leases  there  is  an  important  dis- 
tinction depending  on  the  extent  and  nature  of  the  rei  iiUervenHts. 
As  already  mentioned,  a  verbal  lease  for  a  number  of  years  may  be 
resiled  from  at  the  end  of  each  year,  and  possession  will  not  make 
it  binding  on  either  party  beyond  the  year  current  (i).  According- 
ly, if  the  rei  interventus  founded  on  can  be  fairly  ascribed  to  a  light 
of  possession  from  year  to  year,  it  will  not  make  a  verbal  lease  for 
a  number  of  years  effectual ;  whereas  such  ret  interventus  as  cannot 
be  reconciled  with  a  lease  for  one  year  will  prevent  either  party 
from  resiling  from  the  verbal  contract  for  the  whole  term  (i). 

§  831.     Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  a  verbal  lease  for  a  number  of 


tered  into  a  contract  with  a  third  party  as  to  building  a  wall  to  the  premises,  was  heM 
to  be  binding.  In  Moodie  v,  Moodie,  1745,  M.,  8489,  where  three  heirs-portioners  re- 
solved to  set  up  their  shares  to  roup  among  themselves,  and  Ann  intending  to  purchase 
agreed  verbally  with  Agnes  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  her  share  without  reference  to  the 
price  which  should  be  fixed  at  the  roup ;  and  on  the  faith  of  that  arrangement  Ann 
made  the  highest  offer  for  the  whole,  and  was  preferred ;  whereupon  Agnes  refused  to 
implement  the  verbal  bargain ;  the  Court  held  that  locut  penitentiae  was  excluded,  as 
Ann  had  made  the  purchase  on  the  faith  of  the  contract  being  implemented. 

(rf)  Kincaid  v.  Stirling.  1760  (Kilk.),  M.,  8404— Ivory's  Ersk.,  428,  note  182. 

(tf)  L.  Melville  «.  Douglas'  Tr.,  1880,  8  S.,  841.  (/)  Brown  v.  Gaidner, 

1789,  M.,  5659 ;  8474— Pro-Fiscal  of  Roxburgh  v,  Ker,  1672,  M.,  12,410— L.  Livmg- 
ston  V.  Falhouse  Feuars,  1662,  M.,  2200.  (^)  Gordon  v,  Pitsligo,  1674,  If., 

8416.  (A)  M'Lean  v.  Richardson,  1884,  12  S.,  865.  (t)  Af^m, 

I  548.  {k)  1  Bell's  Com.,  829— BeU's  Pr.,  I  1189— Ivory*s  Note  96  to  EraL. 

2,  6,  21— Tait  Ev.,  229—1  Hunter  on  Land,  and  Ten.,  358. 


^  But  the  verbal  agreement  itself  cannot  be  proved  except  by  writ  or  oath.  1^ 
Oowans  v.  Garstairs  and  Walker  v.  Flint,  infra,  i  882,  note  7.  Where  a  party  made  a 
written  offer  to  take  a  piece  of  ground  in  feu,  and  the  offer  was  accepted  in  writing, 
but  under  certain  conditions,  and  where  the  feuar  took  possession  and  acted  as  proprie' 
tor,  it  was  held  that  a  valid  feu-contract  was  completed,  and  that  the  conditions  of  the 
acceptance  formed  conditions  of  the  contract ;  Colquhoun  v.  Wilson's  Trustees,  1860, 
22  D.,  1085. 
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years,  followed  by  possession  and  ordinary  improvements  in  cultiva- 
tion and  management,  Tvill  not  prevent  locus  penitentiae  at  the  end 
of  each  year  {l).  And  this  was  held  to  be  the  rule,  where  the 
tenant  had  possessed  on  a  written  lease,  which  was  verbal  as  to  the 
term  of  endurance  (m)  ;  and  where,  in  a  judicial  rental  of  the  lands, 
the  tenant  had  deponed  that  he  possessed  on  a  verbal  tack  for  nine- 
teen years,  and  to  that  effect  had  subscribed  a  written  oath,  which 
had  been  left  with  the  landlord's  factor  (n). 

§  832.  On  the  other  hand,  verbal  leases  for  several  years  have 
been  sustained  where  the  tenant  had  paid  a  grassum  on  his  en- 
try (p) ;  where  he  had  spent  considerable  sums  in  improvements, 
building  offices  and  the  like  (p) ;  and  where  he  had  converted  the 
subject  of  the  lease  (a  field  of  four  acres)  from  common  arable  into 
garden  ground  (q)  ; — these  being  substantial  acts  in  implement  of 
the  contract  as  for  the  whole  term  agreed  upon.  Accordingly,  an 
old  decision  (r)  is  erroneous,  in  which  the  Court  refused  to  sustain 
a  verbal  lease  of  a  house  for  nine  years,  where  the  tenant  had,  at 
considerable  expense,  altered  the  partitions  and  reared  up  pews,  in 
order  to  convert  the  premises  into  a  meeting-house.  It  is  also  dif- 
ficult to  reconcile  with  later  authorities  an  old  case,  where  the 
tenant  under  a  verbal  lease  for  years  was  allowed  to  resile,  although 
he  had  entered  to  a  part  of  the  farm,  and  the  landlord  had  built 
bams  and  byres  in  the  contemplation  of  the  lease  being  completed; 
the  Court  considering  that,  as  these  would  serve  for  any  other 
tenant,  the  landlord  woidd  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  resiling  (a).'' 

§  833.  But  while  a  verbal  lease  for  years,  if  followed  by  sub- 
tantial  ret  interventtis,  is  effectual  against  the  landlord  and  his  heirs, 


(Q  Supra,  {  548 ;  and  authorities  cited  tupra,  {  828 — Keith  v,  Johnstone's  Tenants, 
1686,  M.,  8400— Buchanan  v,  Baird,  1778,  M.,  8478— A  v.  B,  1791,  M.,  16,181— M'Borie 
•.  M'Whirter,  18th  Dec.  1810,  F.  C.  (w)  Clark  ».  Lament,  27th  Jan.  1816, 

F.  C.—M'Korie  v.  M'Whirter,  mipra,  (n)  Stewart  v.  Leith,  1766,  M.,  16,178; 

Hailes,  174,  S.  0.  (o)  A  v,  B,  1668,  M.,  8410;  16,209— M'Rorie  v.  M*Whirter, 

18th  Dec.  1810,  F.  0.— BeU's  Com.,  «^>m— Ivory's  Note,  wpra,  (p)  M*Rorie 

V.  M'Whirter,  tupra.  (q)  Camphell  v,  DougaU,  1818,  Hume  D.,  861. 

(r)  M'Eenzie  v.  Trotter,  1729,  M.,  8487 ;  questioned  in  More's  Notes,  67. 

(«)  Skene  v. ,  1687,  M.,  8401. 


7  Contracts  of  lease  for  a  term  of  years,  like  other  contracts  relating  to  heritage, 
can  be  proTed  by  writ  or  oath  only ;  if  the  contract  which  is  so  proved  be  a  verbal  con- 
tract, it  will  not  be  binding  because  there  will  be  locutpenUmtiae  to  the  parties,  unless 
rei  irUerventui  has  followed  on  the  contract.  The  rei  mteromtut  may  be  proved  by  parole 
evidence,  and  will  bar  locus  penitmHae  ;  Gowans  v.  Carstaiis,  1862, 24  D.,  1882 — Walker 
V,  Flint,  1863,  1  Macph.,  417. 
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it  is  not  binding  upon  his  singular  successors  ;  as  these  are  not  af- 
fected by  any  lease  which  has  not  been  reduced  to  writing  and  fol- 
lowed by  possession  {t). 

§  834.  A  verbal  contract  of  service  for  years  is  analogous  to  a 
verbal  lease  in  this  respect,  that  either  party  may  resile  from  it  at 
the  end  of  each  year,  although  the  service  has  been  entered  upon, 
or  although  the  contract  has  been  followed  by  any  other  rei  itUer^ 
v€nitL8  which  is  consistent  with  one  year's  service  (li).  On  the  same 
analogy,  and  on- the  justice  of  the  case,  it  is  thought  that  if  the  ver- 
bal contract  has  been  followed  by  such  rei  interventns  as  is  inappli- 
cable to  a  term  of  only  one  year  (e.^.,  payment  of  a  high  premium 
on  entry),  it  will  be  sustained  for  the  full  period  stipulated^ 

§  835.  It  has  been  already  observed  that,  in  general,  writing  is 
not  essential  ex  solennitate  to  the  constitution  of  cautionary  ohliga- 
tious  {x).  Consequently,  as  there  is  not  loctia  penitentiae  from  the 
verbal  undertaking,  the  doctrine  of  rei  interventus  is  usually  inap- 
plicable in  this  class  of  obligations.  But  in  those  cases  where  writ- 
ing is  usually  interposed  (y),  and  where  a  party  when  agreeing 
verbally  to  become  cautioner  is  therefore  presumed  to  have  in  view 
a  subsequent  written  obligation,  it  may  be  a  question  whether  rei 
ifUerventtis  on  the  verbal  undertaking  will  make  it  binding.  If  the 
interposition  of  writing  in  such  cases  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  condi- 
tion suspensive  of  the  obligation,  then  ret  iaUerventua  upon  the  ver- 
bal agreement  wiU  not  render  it  effectual  («).  This  view  derives 
support  from  two  decisions  (a).  But  the  analogy  of  the  rule  as  to 
verbal  obligations  regarding  heritage  is  against  holding  that  a  ver- 
bal cautionary  obligation  in  the  cases  referred  to  is  inefiectual 
where  the  obligant  did  not  stipulate  that  he  should  be  free  until 
writing  should  have  intervened,  and  where  rei  intervef^tus  followed 
on  the  faith  of  the  verbal  imdertaking.^ 


(I)  1440,  0.  IS— stair,  2,  9,  4— Snk.,  2,  S,  24,  6^2  Bobs'  Lee.,  476— BeU*i  Fr., 
I  llSd^l  Banter  on  Land,  and  Ten.,  480.  («)  Sh^ara,  {  646. 

(z)  Skffra,  i  607.  (y)  See  these  mentioned  n^Tfo,  }  698. 

{z)  Supra,  U  608,  819.  (a)  Shim  v.  Douglas,  1T98,  M.,  16,946-.Gba|)lin 

V.  AUan,  1842,  4  D.,  616— See  also  mpra,  §  608. 


9  A  Mufcionary  obligation  not  m  re  mureataria  is  UUranun  obtigatio  at  common  law, 
to  be  endenced  by  a  deed  exeonted  with  the  solemnities  of  the  statnte  1681.  Bnt  an  in- 
formal cautionary  obligation  may  be  validated  r$i  wferventu ;  Chorch  of  England  Life 
and  Fire  Aasoranoe  Go.  v.  flodgee,  1857, 19  D.,  422— Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope.  AH 
guarantees  and  cautionary  obligations  made  after  2l8t  July  1866  most  be  in  writing. 
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§  836.  Verbal  contracts  for  the  sale  and  transference  of  incor- 
poreal moveable  rights  may  be  validated  by  rei  interventus  (6). 
This,  however,  will  not  hold  as  to  verbal  transinissions  of  patents 
or  copyrights,  for  which  writing  is  a  statutory  requisite  (c).* 

§  837.  Having  thus  explained  the  cases  in  which  rei  interventus 
operates,  we  proceed  to  consider  the  characteristics  of  the  acts  which 
constitute  it. 

Their  primary  requisite  is,  that  they  unequivocally  refer  to  the 
informal  or  verbal  agreement,  and  took  place  in  consequence  of 
it  (d).  This  principle  is  seen  in  the  rules  already  noticed  regard- 
ing verbal  leases  (e).  It  is  well  illustrated  by  a  case  where  an 
agreement  to  become  cautioner  was  contained  in  an  informal  mis- 
sive, which  mentioned  that  a  regular  bond  for  the  contemplated 
advance  was  to  be  executed  by  the  principal  and  cautioner ;  and 
v^here  a  bond,  apparently  formal,  bearing  their  signatures,  was  de- 
livered to  the  creditor  some  time  afterwards,  on  the  faith  of  which 
sundry  advances  were  made  by  him  to  the  principal ;  but  it  turned 
out  that  the  supposed  signature  of  the  cautioner  was  a  forgery. 
The  creditor  thereupon  contended  that  the  missive  followed  by  the 
advances  was  binding ;  but  the  cautioner  replied  that  the  advances 
were  made  on  the  faith  of  the  forged  bond,  and  not  of  the  missive  ; 
and  the  Court  sustained  that  defence  (/).  On  the  same  principle, 
where  a  party  had  for  several  years  been  tenant  in  two  farms,  and 
on  being  sued  for  the  rent  of  one  of  them  pleaded  that  it  had  been 
let  to  his  son  on  a  new  lease  ;  to  prove  which  he  founded  on  a  scroll 
lease  to  that  party ;  the  Court  repelled  the  defence  on  the  groimd 
{inter  alia)  that  there  had  been  no  change  of  possession,  and,  there- 
fore, no  rei  interventus  clearly  attributable  to  the  alleged  new 
lease  (g).     In  another  case,  where  a  landlord  failed  to  establish  a 

(b)  Clark  v,  GaUander,  9th  March  1819,  F.  C;  affid.  9th  June  1819— Graham  v, 
Corbet,  1708,  M.,  8428.  (c)  See  supra,  i  668.  (d)  1  BeU's  Com.,  829. 

(e)  Sigm,  i  880,  ei  seq,  (/)  Skelton  v.  M'Laron,  1816,  Hume  D.,  106. 

{g)  Pentland  v,  Seott,  1889,  7  8.,  602. 


**  otherwise  the  same  shall  have  no  effect " ;  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  {  6.  See  nipra,  {  601, 
note  *.  "  Innominate  contracts,  especially  such  as  are  of  an  nnusaal  charactsr,  cannot 
be  constituted  verbaUy,  or  prored  by  witnesses.  Nor  does  it  alter  the  rule  tiiftt  rei  in- 
Unmhu  upon  such  yerbal  and  innominate  oontraetff  is  aUeged ;  for  the  uncertainty  as 
to  the  terms  of  an  innominate  verbal  contract,  renders  it  impossible  to  determine  what 
ictB  can  be  considered  as  constituting  a  partial  performance,  or  rei  int^rveiUui  following 
upon  it " ;  Edmonston  v.  Bruce,  1861,  28  D.,  996,  per  Lord  Benholme. 
'  See  ei^a,  i  668,  note  *. 
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lease  under  an  unsigned  tack  followed  by  possession,  an  important 
circumstance  against  him  was,  that  he  had  raised  action  against 
another  person  for  implement  of  a  lease  of  the  subject  for  the  same 
period  {h^ 

§  838.  Contrasted  with  these  cases  is  one  in  which  it  appear^ 
that  during  the  currency  of  a  verbal  lease,  a  new  lease  was  entered 
into  by  an  informal  missive  signed  only  by  the  landlord,  and  m- 
provements  were  executed  by  the  tenant  on  the  faith  of  it  being 
implemented,  but  before  the  term  of  entry  under  it  conunenced. 
The  Court  held  that  they  constituted  sufficient  rei  intervenius  (i). 
And  where  an  informal  letter  of  guarantee  for  past  and  future  fur- 
nishings had  been  followed  by  furnishings  on  the  faith  of  it,  these 
were  held  to  be  ret  interverUus  upon  both  parts  of  the  obligation; 
because  it  was  one  transaction,  and  the  subsequent  furnishings 
would  probably  not  have  been  made,  unless  security  had  been  found 
for  the  unpaid  price  of  the  others  (i).  Thus,  also,  where  an  infor- 
mal tack  of  teinds  had  been  followed  by  possession,  the  Court  sus- 
tained it  in  favour  of  the  lessor's  assignee,  and  overruled  the  lessee's 
defence  that  he  had  possessed  under  a  formal  lease,  which  he  had 
procured  from  the  parson  after  the  date  of  the  lease  sued  upon  (Q. 

§  839.  What  amount  or  description  of  acts  will  constitute  m 
interventvs^  has  occasioned  some  discussion.  Lord  Kilkerran,  in 
reporting  a  case  which  has  often  been  quoted,  states,  "  The  rule  by 
which  it  is  to  be  judged  whether  res  be  non  Integra^  so  as  to  exclude 
the  locus  penitentiae,  was  laid  down  to  be  this,  that  whenever  any- 
thing has  happened  on  the  faith  of  the  verbal  agreement,  which 
cannot  be  recalled,  and  parties  put  in  the  same  place  as  before,  then 
res  is  understood  not  to  be  integra,  and  there  is  no  longer  locus 
penitential"  (m).  This  definition  has  not  been  adopted  by  subse- 
quent jurists  {n)  ;  and  in  particular  it  has  been  challenged  by  the 
first  Lord  Meadowbank,  who  observed  that  "  there  is  in  it  a  con- 


(h)  Girdwood  v.  Wilson,  1884, 12  S.,  676.  (t)  Murdoch  v.  Moir,  18th  Jvm 

1812,  F.  C.  (*)  Patereon  v.  Wright.  Slst  Jan.  1810,  F.  0. ;  affd.,  4th  July  1814 

—See  also  Robertson  v.  OaUoway,  1821, 1  S.,  204.  (Q  Home  v.  Home,  1684, 

M..  8421.  (m)  Moodie  v.  Moodie,  1745,  M.,  8489.  (n)  1  BeU's  Goul, 

829 — More's  Notes,  66 — Authorities  in  following  notes. 


10  A  party  took  possession  of  a  mineral  field  under  an  informal  missive,  by  wbick 
he  was  to  have  twelve  months  to  prove  the  ground,  and  other  twelve  to  erect  machinery; 
he  remained  in  possession  thirty  months,  and  he  was  held  bound  by  the  missive,  though 
ho  pleaded  he  had  done  nothing  but  prove  the  field,  which  he  had  found  not  workaU« 
to  profit;  Sinclair  v.  Moesend  Iron  Co.,  1864,  17  D.,  258. 
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founding  of  the  restitutio  in  integrum  with  the  rei  interventvs  "  (o). 
But  it  can  hardly  be  supposed  that  the  learned  Judges  whose  views 
liord  Kilkerran  reported,  and  that  eminent  lawyer  himself,  would 
have  confounded  two  matters  so  completely  distinct.  The  error 
merely  lay  in  stating  as  the  essential  characteristic  of  acts  of  real 
intervention  that  which  is  a  frequent,  but  not  an  indispensable, 
quality  in  them  (jp  ).  A  better  description  is  given  by  Lord  Core- 
house,  and  adopted  by  Lord-Chancellor  Brougham — "  To  constitute 
a  rei  interventus  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  party  against  whom  it 
is  pleaded  should  derive  benefit  from  what  has  been  done.  It  is 
enough  if  the  party  who  pleads  it  is  placed  in  circumstances  on  the 
faith  of  the  agreement  by  which  his  interest  would  suffer  if  it  were 
not  implemented  "  (r).  Professor  Bell  states  the  doctrine  in  similar 
terms :  "  There  must  (he  says)  be  an  inconvenience  or  alteration  of 
circumstances  to  the  party  who  has  been  led  to  rely  on  the  agree- 
ment, though  the  change  is  not  required  to  be  irreparable.  It  is 
sufficient  that  it  be  considerable,  and  that  the  disappointment  would 
be  attended  with  loss"  (s).  In  fact,  the  doctrine  is  the  counterpart 
of  that  which  allows  either  party  to  resile  from  an  informal  agree- 
ment, provided  he  exercise  his  right  before  the  other  party  has 
taken  such  steps  on  the  faith  of  the  contract,  that  its  non-implement 
would  occasion  him  material  damage.  That  rei  interventus  may 
arise  where  the  acts  could  be  recalled,  and  the  parties  placed  in  the 
same  situation  as  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  is  shown  by  the  nu- 
merous cases  in  which  such  acts  as  payment  of  part  of  the  price  of 
the  subject  sold,  and  entering  to  the  possession  of  it,  have  been  held 
to  bar  locus  penitentiae. 

§  840.  Acts  of  real  intervention  often  involve  the  principle  of 
homologation,  by  partial  implement  of  the  contract  on  the  side  of 
him  who  afterwards  attempts  to  resile  from  it.  For  example,  this 
is  so  in  regard  to  payment  and  receipt  of  part  of  the  price  of  the 
subject  sold ;  and  where  the  party  who  seeks  to  resile  had  com- 
menced to  act  under  the  contract;  and  in  cases  of  submission, 
where  he  had  appeared  and  pleaded  in  the  reference,  but  afterwards 
refused  to  implement  the  decree-arbitral  on  the  ground  of  infor- 
mality in  the  contract  of  submission. 

§  841.  Bet  interventus  may  also  arise  from  the  independent 
acts  of  the  party  who  wishes  to  enforce  the  contract.     This  is  illus- 


(o)  Dunmore  Coal  Co.  v.  Young,  Ist  Feb.  1811,  F.  C.  {p)  See  BeU's  Com., 

and  More's  Notes  tU  wpra.  (r)  Hamilton  v,  WrighVB  Tr.,  1886,  U  S.,  826 ; 

affd.,  8  Sh.  and  M*L.,  127.  («)  1  BeU's  Com.,  829. 
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trated  by  cases  where  expenditure  of  money  by  the  tenant  on  im- 
provements (/),  and  advances  of  money  or  furnishings  by  the  cre- 
ditor {g),  his  suspending  diligence  (A)  or  liberating  the  principal 
debtor  (i),  on  the  faith  of  the  informal  lease  or  cautionary  obUga- 
tion,  as  the  case  may  be,  have  been  held  to  make  it  effectual  The 
same  rule  applies  where  a  party  has  interposed  or  continued  bound 
as  cautioner  on  the  faith  of  an  irregular  obligation  by  another  per- 
son to  secure  his  relief  (i),  or  to  join  him  as  co-cautioner  (Z).  And 
a  verbal  sale  of  lands,  under  the  condition  that  the  seller  should 
buy  up  the  mid-superiority,  in  order  that  the  subjects  might  be  held 
directly  of  the  Crown,  was  sustained  in  favour  of  the  seller  on  ac- 
count of  his  having  implemented  that  condition  (m).  Thus,  alK), 
where  a  superior  promised  verbally  to  enter  gratis  a  party  intending 
to  purchase  the  property,  locus  peiiitentiae  was  held  to  be  excluded 
in  consequence  of  the  party  having  made  the  purchase  on  the  faith 
of  the  promise  being  fulfilled  (n). 

§  842.  But  part  of  Professor  Bell's  description  of  the  acts  which 
constitute  ret  interventua  is,  that  they  should  be  "  known  to,  and 
permitted  by,  the  obligor  to  take  place  on  the  faith  of  the  con- 
tract** (o) ;  and  in  another  place  he  observes  that  "  the  knowledge  of 
the  party,  who  is  imperfectly  bound,  that  the  other  is  proceeding 
on  the  faith  of  the  agreement,  is  a  necessary  ingredient  in  the  plea 
of  rei  interventua  ;  and  this  either  actual  knowledge,  or  knowledge 
to  be  implied  from  circumstances  necessarily  leading  to  the  proba- 
bility of  loss  without  any  means  taken  to  prevent  it"  (j?).  This 
view,  however,  which  is  not  supported  by  any  other  authority,  and 
is  not  consistent  with  the  decisions  referred  to  in  the  preceding 
section,  has  been  disregarded  by  the  Court  in  a  late  case,  where  a 
party  defending  an  action  on  an  improbative  guarantee  in  favour 
of  a  bank,  followed  by  cash  advances  on  the  faith  of  it,  pleaded  that 


(/)  As  in  Murdoch  v,  Moir,  18th  June  1812,  F.  C— Campbell  «.  Dongall,  1813, 
Hume  D.,  861— M'Rorie  v.  M'Whirter,  18th  December  1810,  F.  C. 

(g)  As  in  Monderson  v.  M'Minn,  1802,  Hume  D.,  90— Balfour  v.  Thomson,  1806, 
ib.,  94— Grant  r.  Johnstone,  1845,  7  D.,  890— Sinclair  v.  Sinclair,  1796,  BeU's  Fo.  0^ 
140.  (h)  Douglas  v.  Clapperton,  1809,  noted  in  Hume  D.,  105 — ^Trotter  v. 

Martin,  ih. — GampbeU  v.  Monro,  1815,  Hume  D.,  106.  (t)  Dunmore  Goal  Co. 

V.  Young,  Ist  February  1811,  F.  C— M'Neill  v.  Black,  1814,  Hume  D.,  108. 

(*)  Brown  v.  Campbell,  1794,  M.,  17,068— Martin  v.  Wingate,  1828,  6  8^  869- 
Miller  v.  Dott,  1814,  Hume  D.,  105— Ballantyne  v.  Carter,  1842,  4  D.,  419. 

(i)  Henderson  t>.  Murray,  1765,  M.,  16,986.  (m)  E.  Kinghom  v.  Hay,  167i 

M.,  8414.  (n)  Gordon  v,  L.  Pitsligo,  1674,  M.,  8416.  (o)  Bell's  ?r.,  {  26. 

(/))  1  Bell's  Com.,  829. 
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there  was  no  relevant  allegation  of  rei  interventua^  as  the  pursuer 
did  not  allege  that  the  advances  had  been  made  in  the  presence  of 
the  defender  or  with  his  knowledge.  The  Court  held  that  an  aver- 
ment of  knowledge  was  not  necessary  (r)  ;  and,  as  to  implied  know- 
ledge, their  Lordships'  opinions  show  that  none  is  required  beyond 
that  which  exists  in  every  case,  where  a  party  who  has  subscribed 
a  writing  for  a  certain  purpose,  and  delivered  it  to  the  party  in 
whose  favour  or  on  whose  behalf  it  has  been  granted,  with  the  in- 
tention and  in  the  expectation  that  it  should  be  used  for  that  pur- 
pose, does  not  take  steps  to  prevent  it  from  being  acted  upon.^ 

§  843.  It  has  sometimes  been  maintained  that  negative  acts 
will  not  create  rei  interventns.  This  however  is  erroneous  («).  A 
party  may  be  as  much  prejudiced  by  another's  not  acting  as  by  his 
positive  proceedings,  while  it  may  have  been  the  very  object  of  the 
agreement  to  produce  such  conduct.  Besides,  as  Lord  FuUerton 
has  remarked,  most  negative  acts  may  be  stated  positively  (t).  The 
only  peculiarity  attending  them  is,  that  as  they  are  less  easily  iden- 
tified, greater  care  should  be  observed  in  inquiring  whether  they 
arose  from  mere  omission,  or  from  reliance  on  the  informal  contract. 

(r)  Johnstone  p.  Grant,  1844,  6  D.,  875.  Lord  Medwyn  observed,  "  I  confess  I  can 
discover  no  authority  in  our  law  for  holding  that  actual  knowledge  of  the  advance  is 
necessary  in  such  a  case ;  it  being  quite  sufficient  in  my  opinion  that  it  is  what  he 
mnst  have  contemplated  at  the  time  he  put  his  name  to  the  writing,  as  it  directly  autho- 
rised it ;  and  he  must  be  presumed  to  know  that  it  would  be  used  for  the  purpose  for 

which  it  was  granted,  as  in  fact  it  has  been I  do  not  find  the  element  of 

knowledge  that  the  writing  was  acted  on  mentioned  in  any  of  our  authorities,  except, 

perhaps,  the  most  recent  one If  the  agreement  has  been  acted  upon,  as  the 

granter  plainly  knew  it  was  intended  to  be  when  he  subscribed  it,  and  gave  it  to  his 
friend  to  be  used  by  him  for  this  very  purpose,  this  is  all  that  can  be  required  to  raise 
up  a  personal  exception  against  him  from  pleading  that  it  is  an  informal  writ  which  he 
granted."  Lords  Moncreiff  and  Gockbum  followed  in  the  same  strain;  while  Lord 
Justice  Clerk  (Hope)  limited  his  opinion  to  its  not  being  necessary  in  that  particular  case 
to  aver  knowledge.  («)  See  Ballantyne  v.  Carter  1842,  4  D.,  419.    In  Suther- 

land V.  Hay,  1845,  8  D.,  288,  several  of  the  judges  thought  that  such  negative  acts  of 
the  landlord  as  refraining  from  advertising  a  house  as  unlet,  and  from  preparing  for  a 
new  lease,  would  bar  a  party  who  had  contracted  with  him  from  resiling  from  an  infor- 
mal lease  of  it.  {t)  Ballantyne  v.  Carter,  supra. 


11  The  doctrine  in  the  text,  that  averment  of  knowledge  is  unnecessary,  was  adopted 
in  Church  of  England  Life  and  Fire  Assurance  Co.  v.  Wink,  1867, 19  D.,  414,  and  1081. 
Advances  to  a  principal  obligant  on  the  faith  of  an  improbative  cautionary  obligation 
will  render  the  obligation  binding  on  the  cautioners.  But  the  Court  will  not  go  beyond 
the  decided  cases  in  sustaining  the  plea  of  rei  inierventuSf  "so  far  as  founded  on  facts 
belonging  to  the  actual  completion  and  fulfilment  of  the  contract ;"  Church  of  England 
Life  and  Fire  Assurance  Co.  v.  Wink,  supra,  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope) — United 
Mutual  Mining  and  Gbneral  Life  Assurance  Society,  1860,  22  D.,  1185. 
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In  the  foUowiog  cases  negative  acts  were  sustained.  Where  a  ver- 
bal guarantee  to  see  a  debt  paid  before  a  certain  day  had  been  fol- 
lowed by  delay  of  proceedings  till  then,  the  cautioner  was  held  to  be 
bound  (tt).  Where  a  verbal  caution  had  been  interposed  after  a 
contract  of  sale  with  a  solvent  purchaser ;  and  where,  in  consequence 
of  the  caution  and  of  the  cautioner's  conduct,  the  seller  had  refrained 
from  diligence ;  and  in  the  interval  the  purchaser  had  become  bank- 
rupt ;  the  obligation  was  allowed  to  be  proved  by  the  cautioner's 
oath  (x).  But,  in  general,  merely  refraining  from  doing  diligence 
will  not  be  sufficient ;  otherwise  it  might  be  said  that  every  infor- 
mal cautionary  obligation  is  validated  by  this  means  (y).  Yet,  if 
the  creditor  has  not  merely  contemplated,  but  has  commenced  to 
do  diligence,  his  interruption  of  the  inchoate  proceedings  will  suf- 
fice to  make  eficctual  an  informal  cautionary  obligation  which  was 
granted  to  him  for  that  purpose  (z).  Thus,  also,  where  a  minister 
raised  a  summons  of  augmentation  against  the  titulars  of  the  tiends, 
and  abandoned  it  on  their  agreeing  to  give  him  a  certain  amount 
of  stipend ;  and  where,  after  he  had  done  so,  the  commission  for 
planting  churches  expired,  and  did  not  revive  until  he  had  left  the 
charge,  in  consequence  of  which  he  had  been  unable  to  raise  a  new 
action  during  his  incumbency ;  the  Court  held  that  the  titulars 
could  not  resile  from  their  agreement,  because  matters  were  no 
longer  entire  (a).  In  like  manner,  it  has  been  held  enough  to  set 
up  an  informal  letter  of  relief,  that  the  cautioner  continued  bound 
on  the  faith  of  it  (6).  And  where  a  tenant  executed  an  informal 
renunciation  of  his  lease,  and,  on  his  death  shortly  afterwards,  the 
possession  was  continued,  not  by  his  heir-at-law,  but  by  his  widow 
and  children,  this,  although  not  involving  any  positive  act  by  the 
heir,  was  held  to  have  made  the  renunciation  efibctual  against 
him  (c). 

{u)  Glax^kmannan  «.  Nisbet,  1624,  1  B.  Sup.,  180.    See  next  note. 

(z)  Campbell  v.  Monro,  1816,  Hume  D.,  106.  In  this  case,  and  that  in  the  praoed- 
ing  note,  the  Court  seem  to  have  thought  that  yetl^itl  caution  without  m  mUnmiut  ii 
iiie£fectual,  and  cannot  be  proved  even  by  the  cautioner's  oath.  But  this  is  enoneous ; 
see  2  697,  et  teq,^^  (y)  Bell's  Crs.  v.  Dunbar,  1810,  noted  in  Dunmore  Coal  Co. 

V.  Young,  Ist  Feb.  1811,  F.  C— 1  Bell's  Com.,  829,  note  1.  {z)  Dunmore  Cotl 

Co.  V.  Toung,  «</>ra— Milne  v.  Smith,  1828,  2  S.,  601— Douglas  v,  Clapperton,  1809, 
noted  in  Hume  D.,  105— Trotter  v,  Martin,  1817,  ib.— M'Neil  v.  Black,  1814,  Hume  D., 
108.  (a)  Park  v.  University  of  Glasgow,  1675,  M.,  2586. 

(b)  Martin  v.  Wingate,  1828,  6  S.,  859— Ballantyne  v.  Carter,  1842,  4  D.,  419. 

(c)  Milne  v.  Forbes,  1880,  8  S.,  990. 


IS  But  see  g  601,  note  «. 
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§  844.  Acts  which  constitute  rei  intervenhts  may  be  proved 
prout  de  Jure,  although  the  antecedent  obligation  relates  to  heri- 
tage (d).  Where  the  act  is  of  such  a  nature  that  it  could  not  be 
proved  by  parole  as  the  sole  ground  of  an  obligation  or  discharge 
(e.gr.,  intromission  with,  or  payment  of,  money),  yet,  if  it  is  founded 
on  merely  as  a  fact  of  real  intervention,  it  would  rather  seem  that 
it  may  be  proved  prout  dejure  (e).  And  where  the  fact  of  payment 
or  intromission  is  averred  by  the  party  who  received  the  money,  or 
who  is  liable  to  account  for  the  funds  intromitted  with,  it  may  be 
proved  by  parole ;  because  the  proper  written  evidence  of  such  a 
fact  is  a  discharge  under  that  party's  hand,  delivered  to  the  person 
from  whom  the  money  was  received  (/). 

Where  the  acts  founded  on  as  rei  interventvs  are  proved,  but  the 
party  seeking  to  resile  denies  that  they  took  place  on  the  faith  of 
the  informal  obligation,  the  Court  will  determine  the  question  from 
the  relative  characters  and  bearings  of  the  obligation  and  the  acts 
in  question,  with  the  aid  of  parole  evidence  on  any  kindred  circum- 
stances (gr). 

§  845.  As  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  obligation,  there  is  of 
course  no  difficulty  where  it  has  been  embodied  in  an  informal 
writing ;  because  that,  being  the  written  constitution  and  measure 
of  the  contract,  is  the  only  competent  evidence  of  its  terms  (A). 
Where  the  contract  was  constituted  verbally,  the  best  evidence  of 
it  is  the  writ  of  the  party  seeking  to  resile ;  e.jr.,  his  written  admis- 
sion expostfdctOy  or  in  a  sale  of  heritage  a  receipt  under  the  hand 
of  the  seller,  mentioning  the  sums  paid  as  part  of  the  stipulated 
price.  FaiUng  written  proof,  the  oath  of  the  party  who  attempts 
to  resile  may  be  resorted  to.  When  writ  is  required  for  the  consti- 
tution of  an  obligation  while  matters  are  entire,  rei  interventua  does 
not  open  the  door  to  proof  at  large  of  its  terms ;  but  mef ely  obviates 
the  want  of  written  evidence.^*    Accordingly,  verbal  sales  of  heri- 

(</}  McLean  v.  Richardson,  1884,  12  S.,  866— Gray  v.  Johnstone,  1888,  Macf.,  R., 
54.  (tf)  See  wpra,  {§  691,  609,  610.  (/)  See  m^pra,  ib. 

{g)  See  Ulustrative  cases  mpra,  2  827,  et  »eq,\  and  Viae.  MelviUe  v.  Douglas'  Tr., 
1880,  8  S.,  841— Grant  v,  Johnstone,  1846,  7  D.,  890— Procnrator-Fiscal  of  Roxburgh 
p.  Ker,  1672,  M.,  12,410.  See  Laurie  v.  Craik,  1697,  M.,  8426,  where  in  an  action  laid 
npon  a  verbal  sale  of  heritage  and  payment  of  the  price,  the  Court  required  reference  to 
the  defender's  oath  not  only  as  to  the  terms  of  the  alleged  contract,  but  also  as  to 
whether  he  received  the  money  in  contemplation  of  that  bargain,  or  quo  alio  nomine  f 
This  was  regarded  as  a  reference  of  the  terms  of  the  bargain.  See  per  Lord  Fullerton 
ia  Foggo  V,  HiU,  1840,  2  D.,  1884.  (A)  Supra,  J§  114,  179,  et  9eq. 


13  The  statement,  that  rei  interventut  obviates  the  want  of  written  evidence,  seems 
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tage  and  verbal  obligations  affecting  that  class  of  rights,  when  fol- 
lowed by  m  interventttSy  may  be  proved  by  oath  on  reference,  but 
not  by  parole  («)• 

§  846.  This  is  thought  to  be  also  the  rule  in  regard  to  verbal 
leases  for  more  than  one  year,  followed  by  ret  interventua  (fc)." 
But  there  are  two  special  cases  in  which  so  strict  a  view  was  not 
taken.  In  one  of  them  the  term  in  an  informal  missive  had  been 
omitted,  and  the  Court  held  that  the  circumstances  implied  it  to  be 
for  the  tenant's  life  (I).  And  in  the  other  case,  where  there  had 
been  a  similar  omission,  and  the  missive  implied  a  lease  for  years, 
they  allowed  the  tenant  to  prove  that  the  landlord  had  intimated 
by  proclamation  at  the  church  doors  that  he  would  grant  leases  for 
nineteen  years  to  such  of  his  tenants  as  would  enlist  in  a  certain 
regiment,  and  that  the  parties  had  afterwards  verbally  concluded 
a  lease  for  that  term,  upon  which  the  tenant  had  enlisted  accord- 
ingly W- 

§  847.  Yet,  although  parole  of  the  verbal  contracts  above  re- 
ferred to  is  inadmissible,  an  incomplete  proof  of  their  terms  from 
the  writ  or  admission  on  record  of  the  party,  may  be  eked  out  by 
i^xooiprout  dejure  of  the  possession  by  which  they  have  been  fol- 
lowed. This  is  a  corrollary  to  the  rule  mentioned  above,  that  am- 
biguous expressions  in  deeds  may  be  construed  with  the  aid  of  the 
consequent  usage  or  possession,  being  the  parties'  own  exposition 
of  their  meaning  (n).  Accordingly,  where  a  party  raised  action  for 
removal  of  certain  buildings  from  ground  which  he  maintained  be- 
longed to  him,  and  the  defender  pleaded  that  the  ground  had  been 


(t)  Laurie  v.  Craik,  1697,  M.,  8425— M'Lean  v.  Richardson,  1^84,  12  S.,  866 — "Bait 
V.  Galloway,  1838,  ib.,  181— Stewart  ».  Ferguson,  1841, 3  D.,  668,  per  Lord  Ivory  (Ordi- 
nary)—Omfra,  Proc.-Fisc.  of  Roxburgh  r.  Ker,  1672,  M.,  12,410.  (k)  Neill 
V.  Cassilis,  22d  Nov.  1810,  F.  C— M»Rorie  v,  M'Whirter,  18th  Dec.  1810,  F.C.— Mora's 
Notes,  67.                       (Q  D.  Athole  v.  Spankie,  noted  in  Hume  D.,  786. 

(m)  M«Leod  v.  Urquhart,  1808,  Hume  D.,  840.  (n)  Stqtra,  §  224,  «r  seq. 


hardly  accurate ;  the  obligation  must  first  be  proved  by  the  appropriate  and  oompetent 
evidence,  and  rei  interventut  does  not  obviate  the  necessity  of  written  evidence,  but 
merely  prevents  repudiation;  see  wpra,  i  882,  note  7,  and  {  167,  note  ^i.  A  recent  case 
in  the  House  of  Lords  has  been  held  not  opposed  to  this  rule ;  there  the  tenant  of  a 
mineral  lease  was  debarred  from  working  out  a  certain  part  of  the  minerals ;  he  averred 
that  be  had  got  the  permission  of  the  landlord  to  work  that  part  of  the  minerals,  and 
alleged  the  landlord's  acquiescence,  and  acts  constituting  rei  interventut;  and  the  House 
of  Lords  directed  an  issue,  Whether  the  minerals  were  worked  and  removed  with  con- 
bent  of  the  landlord?  Wark  v.  Bargaddie  Coal  Co.,  1866,  18  D.,  772;  reversed,  1859, 
3  Macqueen,  467  ;  and  see  supra,  ?  167,  note  ". 
1*  See  ante,  §  832,  note  7. 
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transferred  under  a  verbal  contract  of  excambion,  followed  by  rei 
interventus  ;  but  the  pursuer,  while  admitting  the  contract,  denied 
that  it  embraced  the  ground  in  issue :  the  Court  decided  the  ques- 
tion upon  the  possession  by  which  the  contract  had  been  followed, 
and  which  was  of  a  patent  and  very  marked  character  (o). 

§  848.  Cautionary  obligations  and  obligations  of  relief  followed 
by  rei  interventus  may  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath  of  party ;  but 
parole  of  them  is  inadmissible,  except  where  they  form  integral 
parts  of  such  verbal  contracts  concerning  moveables,  as  may  be 
proved  by  witnesses  (i>).** 

§  849.  Before  concluding  this  chapter  a  few  remarks  may  be 
made  upon  earnest,  arles,  or  arrhae  ;  which  is  in  some  respects  an- 
alogous to  rei  interventus.  It  is  a  sum  of  money  or  some  other 
moveable,  given  by  one  party  to  the  other  in  a  verbal  contract  of 
sale,  hiring,  or  the  like,  as  a  token  that  their  communing  has  re- 
sulted in  a  bargain.  From  some  texts  of  the  civil  law  (r)  it  has 
been  supposed  that  this  formality  imports  that  either  party  may  re- 
sile from  the  contract ;  the  one  by  forfeiting  the  earnest,  and  the 
other  by  restoring  it,  and  as  mucli  more  as  penalty.  ■  But  the  op- 
posite doctrine  is  more  in  accordance  with  the  civil  law  (s),  and 
has  been  adopted  in  this  country,  namely,  that,  in  general,  earnest 
is  evidentia  rei  of  the  bargain  having  been  completed ;  and  that, 
after  it  has  been  given  and  received,  neither  party  can  resile  by  re- 
storing or  forfeiting  (0-  Lord  Stair  lays  down  broadly  that  giving 
earnest  prevents  the  contract  from  being  any  longer  a  nudum  p€u>- 
turn  ;  so  that,  matters  not  being  entire,  neither  party  can  resile  (u). 
The  decisions,  however,  do  not  warrant  holding  the  payment  of  a 
trifling  sum  in  name  of  arles  to  have  the  same  effect  as  rei  intervene 
tus.  It  has  been  decided  that  an  excambion  of  shares  in  a  joint 
stock  company,  which  is  a  contract  requiring  writ  for  its  constitu- 
tion, was  not  made  binding  by  a  guinea  having  been  given  in  name 
of  earnest  (x).     And  where  the  parties  to  a  verbal  sale  of  stockings 

(o)  Vise.  MelYille  v.  Douglas*  Tr.,  1880,  8  S.,  841.  (jt>)  See  the 

sabject  of  thia  Bection  fully  noticed  ntprti^  2|  599,  601,  885. 

(r)  Code.  5,  21, 17— Inst.,  8,  24,  Pr.  (*)  Dig.,  18,  1,  85,  Pr.— Code,  4. 

49,  8— lb.,  4,  10,  5.  (t)  Stair,  1, 14,  8— Ersk.,  8,  8,  6— Mack.  Inst.,  8,  8,  1— 

Be]l*8  Pr.,  §  178  (1)— More's  Notes,  95—1  Hunter  on  Land,  and  Ten.,  845—2  Fraser 
on  Pers.  and  Dom.  Rei.,  876— Brown  v.  Ly.  Whittingham,  1629,  M.,  8468— Wallace  v, 
Wishart,  1800,  Hume  D.,  883— Topping  o.  Barr,  1880,  8  S.,  978.  (u)  Stair, 

tupra.  (x)  Lawson  v,  Auchinleck,  1699,  M.,  8402.    With  this  case  compare 


^'  By  the  Mercantile  Amendment  Act  all  such  obligations  must  be  in  writing ;  19 
and  20  Vict.,  c.  60,  }  6. 
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stipulated  that  their  contract  should  be  reduced  to  writing,  loeuif 
penitentiae  was  held  not  to  have  been  excluded  in  consequence  of  a 
dollar  having  been  given  as  arles  (y).  Earnest,  therefore,  does  not 
obviate  the  want  of  written  evidence  in  contracts  which  require 
that  solemnity  (z).  It  is  merely  a  mark  of  concluded  consent  in 
bargains  which  may  be  validly  contracted  by  simple  verbal  paction. 

§  850.  But  where  earnest  is  by  uniform  and  notorious  local 
custom  interposed  in  certain  contracts,  it  becomes  indispensable  to 
their  constitution  (a).  On  the  other  hand,  so  much  is  this  matter 
subjected  to  local  usage,  that  either  party  may  resile  and  forfeit  the 
earnest  money,  provided  that  be  the  custom  of  the  district  (6).  In 
any  case,  if  the  earnest  has  been  returned  and  accepted,  the  bargain 
is  held  to  have  been  departed  from  by  mutual  consent  (c). 

§  851.  When  the  earnest  money  is  merely  nominal  in  propor- 
tion to  the  subject  of  the  contract  (as  a  shilling  in  a  sale  of  a  box 
of  diamonds),  it  is  held  not  to  be  part  of  the  price,  but  "dead 
earnest  f  whereas  it  is  computed  in  the  settlement,  if  its  amount 
is  considerable  (d). 


CHAPTER  V. — OF  HOMOLOGATION  AS  OBVIATING  DEFECTS  IN  THE 

AUTHENTICATION  OF  DEEDS. 

§  852.  Defects  in  the  authentication  of  deeds  may  be  obviated 
by  homologation.  This  may  be  defined  as  the  assent  or  approval 
which  the  granter  of  a  deed,  or  one  to  whose  interest  any  writing 
or  transaction  is  prejudicial,  interpones  to  it  by  a  posterior  act,  so 
as  to  exclude  an  objection  which  otherwise  would  have  been  com- 
petent to  him  (a).     The  doctrine  of  homologation,  in  so  far  as  it 


Graham  v,  Corbet,  1708,  M.»  8428,  where  the  payment  of  five  guineas  as  part  of  the 
price  of  shares  of  stock  was  held  to  be  substantial  net  interveniuB.  It  had  not  been  giTen 
expressly  as  arles.    See  also  Fraser,  9i^a, 

(y)  Ogilvy  V.  Smart,  1700,  4  B.  Sup.,  478— Ersk.,  8, 8,  6— More's  Notes.  95— Fraser. 
tupra,  (i)  This  is  the  proper  meaning  of  the  texts  of  the  civil  law  above  re- 

ferred to,  tupra  (r)— See  Ersk.,  wpra,  (a)  Bell's  Pr.,  }  178  (1)— 2  Fraser  on 

Pers.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  877— See  also  Ker  v.  Downie,  1670,  M.,  8470. 

(6)  Watt  V,  Stewart,  1703,  M.,  8472.  (c)  2  Fraser,  876,  7. 

{d)  Ersk.,  8,  8,  5—2  Fraser,  877— Bell's  Die,  voce  '*  Earnest"  But  Lord  Stair  (1. 
14,  3)  and  Sir  G.  Mackenzie  (Inst.,  8,  8,  1)  lay  down  generally  that  earnest  money  is 
computed  in  the  price.  (a)  Stair,  1,  10,  11— Ersk.,  8,  8,  47—1  Bell's  Com..  146 

— More's  Notes,  67. 
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relates  to  deeds  not  validly  executed,  and  some  of  its  principles  in 
regard  to  kindred  matters,  will  now  be  considered. 

§  853.  The  grantor  of  a  deed  will  be  barred  from  objecting  to 
the  execution  of  it,  if  he  has  held  it  out  as  genuine,  or  acted  upon 
it  on  that  footing  (6).  The  cases  already  cited  in  illustrating  the 
doctrine  of  rei  interventua  support  this  rule,  wherever  the  acts  per- 
formed on  the  faith  of  the  contract  were  known  to  the  party  who 
afterwards  pleaded  the  informality  (c).  In  like  manner,  the  objec- 
tion that  a  marginal  addition  containing  an  essential  part  of  a  deed 
of  conveyance  was  not  authenticated,  was  held  to  have  been  re- 
moved by  acts  of  homologation  by  the  grantor  of  the  deed  (rf). 

§  854.  Deeds  executed  by  a  person  sui  juris,  but  labouring 
under  some  incompetency  created  by  positive  law,  may  be  made 
e£fectual  by  the  homologation  of  the  parties  to  whose  interests  they 
are  adverse.  Thus  an  heir-at-law  will  not  be  allowed  to  challenge 
ex  capite  Ucti  a  deed  of  his  ancestor,  if  he  homologated  it  (e) ;  and 
an  heir  of  entail  may  be  barred  by  homologation  from  challenging 
a  preceding  heir's  deeds  on  the  ground  that  they  were  in  contraven- 
tion of  the  entail  (/).  Thus,  also,  where  a  party  in  his  will  named 
his  eldest  son  and  heir  to  be  his  executor,  and  appointed  him  to 
manage  certain  leases  of  heritage,  and  to  account  for  the  profits  to 
the  testator's  widow,  imder  deduction  of  a  certain  sum  for  his  own 
trouble ;  and  where  the  heir  died  after  having  entered  on  the  man- 
agement, and  accounted  and  drawn  the  remuneration  during  one 
year;  and  where  on  his  death  the  tutor  of  his  heir  contended  against 
the  widow  and  younger  children  of  the  common  ancestor  that,  the 
leases,  being  heritage,  could  not  be  carried  by  testament ;  the  Court 
held  that  the  acts  of  homologation  excluded  that  plea  (y).  In  like 
manner  homologation  was  held  to  bar  the  objection  to  a  decree  of 
adjudication,  that  it  had  passed  upon  an  insufficient  citation  (A). 


(b)  Authorities  in  preceding  note — Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  25th  Jan.  1821,  F.  C; 
affd.,  2  8h.  Ap.,  282  (as  noticed  per  curiam  in  £.  Fife  9.  E.  Fife's  Tr.,  4  S.,  840)— 
M'DowaU  r.  Wighton,  1880,  6  Mur..  106;  9  S..  12  S.  C— M*Morran  v.  Black,  1624,  M., 
16,880— Cow  V,  Craig,  1688,  M.,  16,888— Telfer  v,  Hamilton,  1785,  M.,  5657— Cases  in 
More,  67,  et  seq,  (<•)  Supr<i,  |  840 — Cases  in  More,  mpra, 

(d)  Bruce  v,  Bruce,  1770,  M.,  10,805 ;  affd.,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  258. 

(«)  Beg.  Maj.,  2,  18,  10— Ersk.,  8,  8,  99—1  Bell's  Com..  98— Crawford  v.  Crawford, 
1688,  M.,  5694— Erskine  v,  Erskine,  1682,  M.,  5708.  (/)  Forhes  v.  Renton, 

1840,  8  D.,  149— Cunningham  v,  Cunningham,  1828,  2  S.,  282 ;  affd.,  1  W.  S.,  108— 
See  also  Mackenzie  v,  Mackenzie,  1767,  M.,  5665.  (g)  Fordyce  v.  Fordyce, 

1748,  M.,  5700.  This  is  a  case  of  approbate  and  reprobate,  although  it  is  not  so  re- 
ported. (A)  Geddy  w.  Telfer,  1681,  2  B.  Sup.,  9. 
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Eveu  the  want  of  jurisdiction  was  obviated,  where  the  party  against 
whom  the  decree  had  been  pronounced  had  homologated  it  (t).  So 
where  a  eubmission  stipulated  that  it  should  fall  unless  the  arbiters 
pronounced  decree  within  three  mouths,  and  they  did  not  do  so  till 
after  two  years  had  elapsed,  the  Court  held  that  the  objection  had 
been  cured  by  acts  of  homologation  of  the  parties  submitting  (i) ; 
and  a  similar  result  followed  where  the  objection  to  a  decree-arbi- 
tral was  that  the  submission  had  terminated  ex  lege^  on  account  of 
not  having  been  duly  prorogated  (J), 

§  855.  Homologation  by  the  party  concerned  in  them  validates 
obligations  undertaken  by  a  factor  or  agent  ultra  vires  mandaii  (m); 
and  by  a  person  as  taking  burden  on  him  for  another  from  whom 
he  had  no  mandate  to  act  (n).  Also  the  sale  of  a  minor's  heritage 
by  his  friends  on  his  behalf  was  held  to  have  been  homologated  by 
his  having  in  majority  received  part  of  the  price  (o).  It  follows  a 
fcrrtixyri  that  acts  of  homologation  by  a  major  will  validate  deeds 
which  he  granted  during  minority  without  consent  of  his  cura- 
tors {p)\  and  that  deeds  by  a  woman  during  coverture  are  valid,  if 
she  homologated  them  in  viduity  (r).  They  may  also  be  made 
effectual  against  her  husband  («),  or  her  heir  (t),  by  homologation 
of  these  parties  respectively. 

§  856.  The  question  was  once  raised  (w),  Whether  deeds  by 
pupils  are  capable  of  homologation?  Erskine  distinguished  be- 
tween them  and  the  deeds  just  referred  to,  in  tliis  respect,  that 
while  the  act  of  a  married  woman  creates  a  natural  obligation,  al- 
though the  granter  is  incapable  of  binding  herself  in  law;  and  while 
a  minor's  deed  with  the  consent  of  his  curators  is  effectual ;  the 
obligatory  act  of  a  pupil  is  a  nonentity,  because,  like  an  idiot,  he  is 

(f)  Lowrie  v.  Gibaon,  1671,  M.,  5622;  2  B.  Sup.,  511,  S.  C.  See  White  v,  Spottis- 
wood,  1846,  8  D.,  962 ;  and  Livingstone  v,  Presb.  of  Hamilton,  1846,  8  D.,  898. 

{k)  Dundee,  Perth,  and  Aberdeen  Rail.  Co.  v.  Richardson,  1851,  18  D.,  552. 

(I)  Fleming  v.  Wilson,  1827,  5  S.,  906.  (m)  Robertson  v,  Robertaon.  1881, 

9  S.,  865— Mackinlay  v,  Gillqn,  1830,  9  S.,  90— Stein's  Assignees  ».  E.  Mar,  1827,  6  S.,  1 
—Robertson  t>.  Baillie,  1758,  5  B.  Sup.,  845— Crawford  v,  Crawford,  1688,  M.,  5694. 

(n)  M*Naughton  v,  Murray,  1792,  Bell's  Octavo  Ca..  258.  (o)  Linton  r. 

Dundas,  1729,  M.,  5624.  (p)  Craig  v,  Moncrieff,  1611,  M.,  5711— Riiee  i?. 

Rires,  1663,  M.,  5619— Home  v.  Justice-Clerk,  1671,  M.,  5711 ;  5688,  S.  C— Lockhart 
V.  Lockhart,  1677,  1  B.  Sup.,  790 ;  2  ib.,  218,  S.  C— Somervile  t%  E.  Annandale,  1688, 
M.,  5694— Ersk.,  8,  3,  47—2  Fraser  Pers.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  289.  (r)  Mitchell  p. 

Cunningham,  1672,  M.,  5711— Gordon  ».  Farquhar,  1766,  5  B.  Sup.,  932— Ersk.,  n^^ra 
—  1  Fraser  Pers.  and  Dom.  Rel.,  254;  and  Wemyss  v.  Stewart,  2d  March  1778  (onre- 
iwrted),  there  cited.  («)  Grant  v.  Baillie,  1880.  8  S ,  606. 

(<)  Thomson  v.  Stewart,  1840,  2  D.,  564.  (u)  Harvie  v,  Gordon,  1726, 

M.,  5712. 
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naturally  incapable  of  consent  (x).  But  this  view  is  opposed  to 
the  law  laid  down  by  Professor  Bell,  that  homologation  may  give 
effect  to  deeds  which  would  otherwise  be  null  and  in  no  degree 
binding,  as  well  as  to  those  which  exist  imperfectly  and  subject  to 
exception  (y).  Erskine's  doctrine  is  also  questioned  by  Professor 
More  (2);  and  it  cannot  be  reconciled  with  several  decisions  already 
cited  (a),  where  deeds  which  did  not  create  any  natural  obligation 
on  a  party  were  held  to  be  effectual  in  consequence  of  his  homolo- 
gation. 

§  857.  Deeds  to  which  the  granter's  subscription  has  been  pro- 
cured by  means  of  fraud  admit  of  being  homologated  (6),  although 
they  are  as  deficient  in  real  consent  as  those  signed  during  minority. 
Even  a  deed  to  which  a  part/s  signature  has  been  forged  may  be 
rendered  binding  on  him  (at  least  in  the  hands  of  one  who  is  not 
accessory  to  the  fraud),  in  consequence  of  the  party  appearing  to  be 
the  granter  having,  either  expressly  or  by  his  conduct,  accredited 
the  deed  as  genuine  (c).^ 

(x)  Erek.,  8,  8,  47.  (y)  1  Bell's  Com.,  146— See,  however,  Bell's  Pr.,  §  27. 

(j)  More's  Notes,  68.  (a)  Supra,  U  B55,  887.— See  also  M'Gibbon  v, 

M*Gibboii,  1842,  14  D.,  606.  {b)  Rigg  t;.  Durward,  1776,  M.,  6672;  M., 

'•  Frand,"  Appx.,  No.  2,  S.  0. — More's  Notes,  68.  Can  a  deed  extorted  by  force  be 
homologated  ?    See  Thomson  v,  M.  Annandale,  1829,  7  S.,  806.  (c)  Provan  v. 

Gray,  1821,  1  S.,  92~Miller  v.  LitUe,  9  ib.,  828-Maiklem  v.  VTalker,  1888,  12  ib.,  63 
— Findlay  v,  Currie,  1850,  18  D.,  278— Reg.  v.  Parish,  1887,  8  Car.  and  Pa.,  94— Barker 
V.  Gingell,  1800,  3  Esp.,  60— Supra,  §§  668,  671. 


1  A  deed  which  is  null  may  be  adopted,  and  if  so,  is  good  from  the  date  of  adoption ; 
but  the  party  maintaining  that  snch  a  deed  has  been  adopted,  will  probably,  at  least  if 
the  nullity  be  on  account  of  the  incapacity  of  the  i)arty,  be  required  to  establish  the 
deed  by  a  declarator.  Thus,  where  in  a  reduction  of  a  deed  as  (1)  null  because  of  the 
insanity  of  the  granter,  or  (2)  reducible  on  the  ground  of  facility  and  circumvention, 
the  pursuer  took  issues  applicable  to  these  grounds  of  reduction,  the  Court  allowed  the 
defender,  in  answer  to  the  second  issue,  to  take  an  issue,  Whether  the  granter,  when 
not  labouring  under  weakness  of  mind  and  facility,  homologated  the  deed  ?  But  they 
refused  to  grant  an  issue  of  homologation,  as  counter  to  the  pursuer's  issue,  on  the 
ground  of  insanity ;  because  if  the  pursuer  succeeded  in  that  issue  he  nullified  and  do- 
stroyed  the  deed,  and  therefore  there  was  nothing  that  could  be  homologated.  But  the 
party  founding  on  the  deed  might  establish  by  declarator  that,  though  the  granter  was 
indaue  when  he  executed  the  deed,  he  adopted  it  when  sane,  in  which  case  it  would  be 
set  up  as  at  the  date  of  the  adoption  ;  but  homologation  of  a  deed  impetrated  by  fraud 
validates  it  ab  imtio;  Gall  v,  Bovil,  1866,  17  D.,  1027.  A  bank,  as  holder  of  a  bill, 
charged  a  party  who,  ex  facie  of  the  bill,  was  an  indorser ;  he  suspended  on  the  ground 
that  the  indorsation  was  forged;  the  charger  averred  that  other  bills  drawn  by  the  same 
party,  and  bearing  the  suspender's  indorsation,  had  been  previously  discounted  at  the 
bank ;  that  intimation  of  these  had  been  sent  to  the  suspender,  and  that  he  had  taken 
no  notice  of  them.     In  these  circumBtances,  the  charger  proposed  to  take  an  issue. 
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§  858.  It  is  not  yet  settled  whether  deeds  vitiated  by  erasores 
or  alterations  in  substantialibua  are  in  all  cases  incapable  of  homo- 
logation. No  doubt  a  deed  of  entail,  labouring  under  such  an  in- 
formality^  cannot  be  validated  by  this  means ;  because,  if  the  en- 
tailer did  not  execute  and  record  a  valid  deed,  his  heirs  are  entitled 
to  take  the  estate  unfettered,  and  their  acts  cannot  raise  into  a  strict 
entail  that  which,  as  executed  by  an  entailer,  was  null  (d).  It 
is  also  thought  that  if  a  gratuitous  deed  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
granter's  creditors  or  his  heir-at-law,  contains  a  vitiation  in  essen- 
tialibiLS,  the  right  of  these  parties  to  challenge  it  would  not  be  ex- 
cluded by  their  homologation,  even  where  there  was  no  ground  to 
suspect  that  the  alteration  hawi  been  made  fraudulently  by  the  party 
founding  on  the  deed  (c). 

§  859.  Again,  if  one  who  has  right  under  a  deed  of  any  kind 
has  fraudulently  vitiated  it,  his  possession  upon  it  in  that  state,  and 
his  deriving  from  it  benefits  which  the  granter  did  not  confer  upon 
liim,  mil  not  entitle  him  to  maintain  his  right  on  the  ground  of 
homologation  or  acquiescence  by  the  persons  having  the  adverse 
interest ;  because  that  would  be  allowing  him  to  profit  by  his  fraud 
to  the  prejudice  of  parties  who  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  known 
the  true  state  of  his  title  (/).  Nay  more,  although  the  adverse 
party  cannot  plead  ignorance  of  the  discrepancy  between  the  deed 
as  executed  and  the  subsequent  possession  (as  where  he  is  one  of 
the  parties  to  the  document),  his  acquiescence  in  that  possession, 
combined  with  the  vitiated  document,  will  not  constitute  a  valid 
right  in  favour  of  the  party  who  unwarrantably  made  the  alteration; 
and  if  the  right  requires  written  proof  ex  solennitate,  the  homologa- 
tion will  not  be  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  vitiated 
deed  eSectual,  on  the  ground  that  the  adverse  party  afterwards  as- 
sented to  its  terms. 

§  860.  But  if  a  transaction  which  does  not  require  writing  for 
its  constitution  has  been  recorded  in  a  document  containing  erasures 
or  other  alterations  in  substanticdibtcs,  and  if  that  document  has  been 

(d)  Shepherd  v.  Grant's  Tr.,  1844,  6  D.,  464 ;  affd.,  6  Beirs  Ap.  Ga.,  153— Boewell 
V.  Boswell,  1862,  14  D.,  378.  («)  See  per  curiam  in  Kobertson  v,  Ogilvy'e  Tr^ 

1844,  7  D.,  244— Smith  v.  Ranken,  1835,  13  S.,  461 ;  afifd.,  1  Rob.  Ap.,  178. 

(/)  Grant  v.  Murdoch,  1830,  8  S.,  784 ;  8  De.  and  And.,  10,  8.  C. ;  infra,  §  872. 


Whether  the  suspender  had  adopted  and  accredited  the  subscription  ?  The  issue  wa« 
refused,  because  mere  silence  as  to  other  bills,  which  it  was  not  alleged  the  suspender 
had  paid  or  had  ever  seen,  did  not  amount  to  adoption  of  the  bill  in  question ;  Boyd  r. 
Union  Bank  of  Scotland,  1854,  17  D.,  169. 
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followed  by  mutual  actings  of  the  parties  which  unequivocally  ap- 
ply to  it  in  its  altered  condition,  there  is  some  difficulty  in  deter-* 
mining  whether  the  deed,  as  well  as  the  consequent  real  evidence, 
can  be  received  as  proof  of  the   transaction.     Its   admission  is 
favoured  by  an  old  decision,  which  is  reported  in  these  terms — 
"  Where  a  minute  is  null  from  want  of  witnesses,  and  vitiated  and 
interlined,  it  is  sustained  as  homologated  by  the  party,  in  so  far  as 
he  has  received  an  assignation  appointed  to  be  made  by  the  other 
party  and  has  comprised  thereon"  (gr).     Nor  is  there  any  doubt 
that  in  practical  life  documents  containing  alterations  in  essential 
particulars  are  frequently  used  and  acted  upon  in  onerous  transac- 
tions.    But  such  cases  raise  a  dilemma.     If  the  acts  of  real  evi- 
dence are  in  themselves  sufficient  proof  of  the  terms  of  the  transac- 
tion, the  admission  of  the  deed  is  unnecessary ;  whereas,  if  they 
are  not  sufficiently  explicit,  and  if  the  vitiated  deed  were  admitted 
to  eke  out  or  explain  their  meaning,  an  interpretation  might  thereby 
be  put  upon  them  which  they  do  not  warrant,  and  perhaps  one  in- 
consistent with  that  which  would  have  been  drawn  from  them  in 
connection  with  the  document  as  originally  framed.     A  similar  diffi- 
culty, however,  exists  to  some  extent  in  every  case  where  question- 
able evidence  is  admitted.     On  the  whole,  it  is  thought  that  the 
writing,  although  altered  in  essential  respects,  may  be  received  as 
exegetical  of  the  subsequent  and  relative  actings  of  the  parties. 
This  has  been  repeatedly  done  in  regard  to  transactions  in  re  merca- 
toria.    And  bills  and  other  mercantile  documents  have  often  been 
sustained  in  their  altered  state,  upon  proof  that  they  represented 
the  contract  really  entered  into  between  the  parties  (A).     Such 
cases  indeed,  do  not  properly  stand  upon  homologation  of  a  docu- 
ment containing  vitiations.     They  are  rather  cases  of  contract 
proved  by  facts  and  circumstances,  the  written  record  of  which  oc- 
cupies a  subsidiary  place  in  the  proof,  and  ought  not  to  receive  effect 
in  any  particular  in  which  it  is  not  fully  corroborated  by  the  real 
evidence. 

§  861.     A  distinction  must  also  be  drawn  between  vitiations  in 

'the  body  of  a  deed,  and  those  which  occur  in  the  testing  clause,  or 

relate  to  the  authentication  of  the  deed  as  a  whole.     Homologation 

will  obviate  the  latter,  in  the  same  way  as  it  will  cure  the  want  of 

the  statutory  solemnities. 

§  862.     As  consent  to  the  informal  contract  is  essential  in  obli- 

ig)  Gordon  v.  Lyle,  1620,  M.,  17,012.  (k)  See  infra,  J  889,  et  uq. 
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gations  validated  by  ret  interventua,  so  assent  to  it  ex  post  facto  is  the 
indispensable  and  characteristic  element  in  all  acts  which  may  create 
homologation  (t).  Consequently,  one  who  is  incapable  of  legal  ob- 
ligation cannot  homologate.  This  is  the  case  as  to  the  acts  of  a 
pupil  or  an  idiot  (ik),  a  woman  vestita  viro  (I),  and  a  minor  without 
consent  of  his  curators  (m).  Acts  of  homologation  by  a  minor 
with  his  curator's  consent  were  held  not  to  create  homologation  of 
a  deed  granted  on  deathbed  by  the  minor's  ancestor,  which  bene- 
fitted the  curators  but  prejudiced  the  minor  {n).  And  although  a 
submission  entered  into  by  a  wife  regarding  her  heritage,  beaiing 
nullities  under  the  act  1681,  c.  5,  was  held  to  have  been  homologated 
by  her  husband  having  appeared  and  pleaded  on  her  behalf  before 
the  arbiters ;  "  for  the  husband  being  administrator  for  his  wife, 
his  consent  implies  her  consent"  (o) ; — ^yet  where  a  person  on 
deathbed  disponed  his  heritage  to  his  daughter  (who  was  his  heir- 
at-law)  and  her  husband  in  conjunct  fee,  whom  failing  to  her  hus- 
band's heir ;  and  the  spouses  possessed  on  the  deed  jointly  for  many 
years,  the  heir  of  the  daughter  was  held  entitled  to  challenge  it  ; 
because  the  daughter's  possession  having  been  under  the  influence 
of  her  husband,  and  his  possession  having  been  for  his  own  advan- 
tage, and  not  in  his  character  of  administrator  for  his  wife,  their 
joint  acts  did  not  infer  homologation  (jp).  On  the  same  principle, 
a  deed  of  ratification  executed  by  a  debtor,  while  a  process  of  rank- 
ing and  sale  of  his  estate  was  depending,  and  therefore  after  the 
matter  had  become  litigious,  was  held  not  to  bar  the  challenge  of 
competing  creditors  (r). 

§  863.  The  principle,  that  assent  is  indispensable  to  homologa- 
tion, implies  that  a  party  must  be  fully  aware  of  the  existence  of 
the  deed  supposed  to  be  homologated  by  him,  and  with  the  state  of 
matters  as  aflfected  by  it  (s).  Thus,  where  a  bond  had  been  drawn 
in  name  of  several  apprisers,  and  subscribed  by  some  of  them^  one 


(t)  Stair,  1,  10,  11— Ersk.,  8,  8,  48—1  Bell's  Com.,  144— See  analogous  cases  under 
rei  uUervmtutj  2  816.  (Je)  Erek.,  8,  3,  47— Morton  o.  Young.  11th  Feb.  1818, 

F.  G.  (0  Ersk.,  «ti/>ra— Gray  v.  Gray,  1672,  M.,  8824.  (m)  Brodie  r. 

Brodie,  1827,  6  S.,  900— M'Gibbon  v,  M*Gibbon,  1862, 14  D.,  605. 

(n)  Irrine  v.  Tait,  1808,  M.,  ''  Deathbed,'*  Appx.,  No.  6.  (o)  Telfer  o. 

Hamilton,  1786,  K.,  5667.  {p)  Gtaj  v.  Gray,  wpra,  (r)  Harkness  e. 

Graham,  1888, 11  S.,  760.  («)  Stair.  1,  10, 11— Erak.,  8,  8,  48—1  BeU's  Codl, 

145— Ogilvie  v.  Scott,  1694,  M.,  6652— Stewart  ».  BaiUie,  1841,  8  D.,  468— Anderson  », 
Bank  of  Scotland,  1886,  9  Sc.  Jur.,  66— Shaw  v.  Shaw,  1851, 18  D.,  877,  and  cases  in 
following  notes— See  also  Cochrane  9.  Black,  1855, 17  D..  821— L.  Panmure  v,  Crockat. 
1854,  ib.,  86. 


§  864.  HOMOLOGATION.  525 

i?vho  had  not  subscribed  was  held  not  to  have  homologated  it  by 
having  concurred  in  certain  legal  proceedings  in  conformity  with 
its  tenor ;  there  not  being  ground  to  infer  that  he  knew  of  its  exis- 
tence (t).     So  where  a  party  had  for  several  years  accepted  the  in- 
terest on  certain  provisions  in  her  father's  deed  of  settlement,  she 
was  held  not  to  be  thereby  barred  from  claiming  legitim,  because 
she  had  all  the  time  been  ignorant  of  its  amount  {u).     And  where 
a  widow  was  entitled  to  £1000  oijua  relictae  and  £20  of  terce ;  and 
her  husband  executed  a  settlement  making  very  inferior  provisions 
in  her  favour,  and  declaring  that  she  was  to  forfeit  these  in  the 
event  of  a  second  marriage ;   and  where  she  and  the  other  par- 
ties concerned,  acted  for  several  years  on  the  footing  of  the  deed 
being  unchallengeable ;  it  was  held  competent  to  her  to  recur  to  her 
legal  rights,  because  any  acts  done  by  her  as  in  homologation  of  the 
deed,  having  been  in  ignorance  of  these  rights,  could  not  prove  her 
consent  to  surrender  them  (x).     A  fortiori,  if  the  party  founding 
on  certain  acts  of  an  approbatory  character,  has  improperly  con- 
cealed from  the  other  party  the  legal  right  of  which  the  latter  is 
supposed  to  have  deprived  himself,  these  acts  will  not  infer  homo- 
logation (y).* 

§  864.  But  where  a  decree  of  apprising  bore  that  a  certain  cre- 
ditor was  to  rank  pari  passu  with  the  party  who  had  raised  the 
action,  and  that  the  latter  had  consented  to  that  arrangement,  and 
where  both  the  creditors  named  in  the  decree  concurred  in  a  fac- 
tory for  drawing  the  rents  and  paying  them  in  terms  of  the  decree, 
an  action  of  reduction  which  the  original  appriser  raised  of  the  decree, 
on  the  ground  that  the  consent  referred  to  had  not  been  signed  by 
him,  was  repelled  on  the  ground  of  his  homologation ;  and  his  plea, 
that "  it  was  ignorantia  juris  that  made  him  subscribe  such  a  factory,'' 
was  disregarded  («).     It  appears  from  one  of  the  reports  of  this  case 

(t)  Telfer  v.  Maxton,  1661,  M.,  5681.  («)  Johiistone  v,  Paterson,  1825,  4 

8.,  284.  (z)  Hope  v,  Dickson,  1888,  12  S.,  222.  (y)  Murray  t;.  Murray's 

Tr.,  1826,  4  S.,  874— And  see  Robertson  v.  Baxter,  1821,  2  Mur.,  425. 

(»)  Charters  v.  Barry,  1687,  M.,  5650.  In  Graham  t;.  Jolly,  1881,  6  W.-  S.,  297  ; 
Lord  Gifford  laid  down  broadly  that  in  cases  of  homologation  tgnoraniia  jitru  neminem 


*  When  homologation  is  pleaded  by  trustees  against  the  claims  of  beneficiaries,  or  of 
a  widow,  or  the  heir,  or  children,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  acts  founded  on  were  done 
by  the  parties  in  the  full  knowledge  of  their  legal  rights  and  of  the  value  of  their 
claims ;  Keith's  Trustees  v.  Keith,  1857,  19  D.,  1040— See  also  Douglas  v.  Douglas' 
Trustees,  1859,  21  D.,  1066.  Where  a  trustee  for  behoof  of  creditors,  being  an  agent, 
made  professional  charges,  and  the  truster  passed  his  accounts, — the  truster  was  allow- 
ed to  challenge  the  accounts,  because  it  was  not  shown  that  he  knew  that  the  trustee 
was  not  entitled  to  make  professional  charges ;  Lauder  v.  Millars,  1859,  21  D.,  185;). 
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that  the  objection  to  the  decree  was  the  want  of  the  part/e  subscrip- 
tion to  the  consent,  which  in  point  of  fact  he  had  adhibited.  He 
was  therefore  under  a  natural  obligation  to  fulfil  the  decree.  In 
like  manner,  where  a  party  reaUy  consented  to  a  deed  not  formally 
executed  by  him,  his  subsequent  acts  of  homologation  will  bar  his 
right  of  challenge,  and  he  will  not  be  heard  to  plead  that  he  did 
not  know  the  legal  consequences  of  the  informality.  But  where  a 
party  was  under  no  natural  obligation  to  implement  a  deed,  ignor- 
untia  juris  has  been  regarded  as  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plea  that 
he  homologated  it.  This  principle  appears  in  the  cases  already 
mentioned,  where  the  ground  on  which  parties  were  held  not  to 
have  homologated  deeds  containing  provisions  less  favourable  than 
their  legal  right  was,  that  they  had  not  been  aware  of  the  nature 
and  extent  of  the  latter  (a).  The  same  doctrine  is  supported  by  a 
decision  where  an  heir-at-law,  who  was  young  and  inexperienced, 
succeeded  in  challenging  a  deathbed  deed  granted  by  his  ancestor 
to  his  prejudice,  although  he  had  executed  a  deed  of  ratification  of 
it ;  the  Court  being  satisfied  that  he  had  not  been  made  properly 
aware  of  the  legal  rights  which  the  deed  of  ratification  bore  that  he 
had  gratuitously  abandoned  (6).  He  had  been  cognizant  of  the 
fact  that  his  ancestor's  deed  had  been  executed  on  deathbed,  but 
not  of  his  consequent  legal  right  to  take  the  granter's  whole  heri- 
table estate  unafl'ected  by  it. 

The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope  observed  in  a  recent  case, — ^"  I  do 
not  think  that  knowledge  in  minority  is  to  be  held  as  sufficient  to 
instruct  knowledge  after  the  minor  has  attained  majority  "  (c). 

§  865.  In  one  case,  where  a  party  challenged  a  deed  on  the 
groimd  that  one  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses  had  not  seen  him 
subscribe  or  heard  him  acknowledge  his  subscription,  and  the  party 
founding  on  the  deed  denied  the  alleged  informality  and  pleaded 
alternatively  homologation;  the  Court  refused  to  allow  him  a 
counter-issue  of  homologation,  on  the  ground  {inter  alia)  that  that 
would  require  averment  and  proof  that  the  other  party  was  aware 
of  his  legal  rights  before  homologating ;  whereas  there  was  not  only 
no  averment  of  such  knowledge,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  averment 
that  no  defects  requiring  homologation  did  exist  (rf).'    Without 

excusat.    But  the  judgment  did  not  involve  that  general  question.  (a)  Stgffru, 

2  868.    See  also  Stewart  v.  Baillie,  1841,  8  D.,  468.  (6)  Murray  v.  Mniraj's 

Tr.,  1826,  4  S.,  874.  (c)  M'Gibbon  v.  M*Gibbon,  1852,  14  D.,  611.  per  L.  Ju«t.. 

CI.  Hope.  {d)  Shaw  ».  Shaw,  1861,  18  D.,  877. 


'  Shaw  V.  Shaw  is  thought  not  to  be  a  case  of  high  authority ;  see  tiqtra,  §  729, 
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presuming  to  question  this  decision  as  applicable  to  the  record  in 
the  particular  case,  it  is  thought  to  be  clear  that  the  pleas  of  infor- 
mality and  homologation  may  be  put  in  issue  alternatively  (e).  The 
party  founding  on  the  deed  may  plead — 1st,  it  is  formal,  and  I  deny 
that  it  lies  under  any  latent  objection ; — and,  2d,  if  it  does,  the 
other  party  knew  of  the  fact  (although  I  did  not),  and,  with  that 
knowledge,  acted  upon  and  homologated  the  deed.  Nay,  does  not 
the  averment  of  homologation  imply  an  averment  that  the  party 
homologating  knew  of  the  defect ;  so  that  express  allegation  of 
knowledge  is  not  indispensable  ? 

§  866.  Homologation  may  be  either  express,  as  by  executing  a 
deed  of  ratification,  or  implied  from  acts  which  unequivocally  show 
that  the  party  assented  to  the  deed  in  question,  and  which  cannot 
fairly  be  ascribed  to  any  other  purpose  (/).  What  facts  are  suffi- 
cient to  imply  homologation  cannot,  therefore,  be  stated  by  antici- 
pation, as  each  case  must  depend  on  its  own  special  circumstances. 
It  may  be  observed,  however,  by  way  of  illustration,  that  while  pay- 
ment or  other  acts  of  implement  usually  betoken  approval,  yet,  if 
they  were  performed  by  a  party  under  the  pressure  of  legal  dili- 
gence or  process,  they  lose  their  effect  of  inferring  homologation  (g). 
Nor  is  this  in  general  implied  from  subscribing  as  witness  to  the 
deed  under  challenge,  because  the  witnesses  are  not  presumed  to 
know  the  terms  of  the  deed  which  they  attest  (A).  In  the  case  of 
an  heir-at-law  attesting  his  ancestor's  deathbed  deed,  it  is  farther 
to  be  presumed  that  he  did  so  from  fear  of  offending  the  granter  by 
refusal  (/).  But  homologation  was  inferred  where  the  heir-at-law 
had  both  written  and  attested  the  deathbed  deed  (i).  It  has  also 
been  imphed  from  the  simple  act  of  attestation,  where  that  indi- 
cated assent ;  as  in  cases  of  marriage-contracts  attested  by  members 


(e)  See  Anderson  t;.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1836,  9  Sc.  Jur.,  66— Finlay  ».  Currie,  1860, 
18  D-,  278— Gilwon  t;.  Huttona,  1828,  Macf.  on  Issues,  642— Walker  v.  Walker,  1844, 
it.,  646— Sim  v.  Cruikshanks,  1844,  ib.— Philp  v.  Pitcairn,  1888,  ib.,  549. 

(/)  Stair,  1,  10,  11— Ersk.,  8,  8,  48—1  Bell's  Com.,  146.  {g)  Stair,  1,  10,  11 

— Ersk.,  8,  8,  48— Ihinbar  t>.  Vassals  of  Muchrome,  1662,  M.,  6715 — Rue  v.  Houston, 
1668,  M.,  16,484— Jack  v,  Fiddes,  1661,  M.,  5688 ;  2928,  S.  C— Burnet  t>.  Ewen,  1680, 
M.,  16,494;  contra,  Bishop  of  Ross  v.  Fouller,  1760,  2  B.  Sup.,  479. 

(A)  Ersk.,  mpra^l  Bell's  Com.,  146— Cases  in  M.,  6629,  80 ;  6688 ;  6646 ;  6654. 

(i)  Dallas  V,  Paul,  1704,  M.,  6677— Ersk.,  a^pro— 1  Bell's  Com.,  98. 

(*)  Brown  v.  Muir,  1736,  M.,  6624— Elch.,  "Deathbed,"  No.  6. 


note  17^  and  remarks  of  Lord  Ivory  in  M'Neillie  v.  Cowie,  1868,  20  D.,  1229,  80  Scot, 
Jur.,  727. 
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§  ^'>.  U'-l:*  1  iTitl'  n  in-pli«r^l  fr-'in  a  {ttrtr's  conduct  has  the 
rr.»;  ♦rn-'t  i*  :»a  €ri:r--i.*  d--'!  of  raii£«:-ati«jn.  It  coniSnns  as  a 
wr.  !«e  a  i--»:i  »:.:  h  i*  ii*  iivi-rir: ;  wfcrrivras,  if  the  deed  consists  of 
ir.  i -j»  :*  .►  :.i  jirr*,  tr.rr  L  i-  :■  j*it:«.ii  "f  one  [«>ition  does  not  ratify 
thrr  r^rm-i::-  I-r  (r\.  Wh-re  a  drtr^l  executed  on  deathbed  contained 
l'T'*\i^:  :^^  ill  fiv.ir  ••!  *^vtL'r<J  br':L«:rr?  and  sisters  of  the  heir-at- 
Liw.  I  i\-Ti.viit.*  iLiaic  I'T  him  to  5«:.nie  of  them  have  been  held  to  in- 
f'rf  h'-'UioL  ;:iti-,a  as  to  thtin  all  V.  Bat  there  ninst  otten  be  cases 
wh^re  the  pirty  eutitltrd  to  challtrii;e  a  deed  in  faTonr  of  several 
j^rrviis  W'.'Ul'l  1-e  willing  to  atmm-hn  hi«  objection  only  as  to  some 
of  them  :  aii'l,  therKf-T*?.  it  is  tLiujrht  that  circomstances  which  in- 
di«:ate  his  ilLs favour,  or  even  his  indifference,  to  the  persons  who 
foTind  ^^-n  aits  frrlatinir  to  other  grantees  would  be  sofficient  to  limit 
the  effect  of  the  h«,»m«  •!•  .ration  to  its  inune«liate  objects. 

§  809.  Homologation,  while  it  l»ais  objections  by  the  party  ho- 
mologating. an*i  hLs  repre^ntatives.  does  not  affect  third  parties 
competing  on  a  real  right  (/).  Thus,  the  debtor's  homolc^tion  of 
an  heritable  bond  on  which  infeftment  had  followed,  was  held  inef- 
fectual to  supfiort  it  as  a  real  right  in  competition,  although  sufB- 
cient  to  make  it  binding  as  a  personal  obligation  (a).     Lord  Kil- 


(f)  Dandiion  r.  DaTidaon.  1714.  M.,  5652— Johnstone  «.  Berry.  1725,  IL,  6657— 
EtbIl,  Jt^mi.  (m)  Bi^hMp  o{  the  Ules  r.  Schaw,  1631,  M.,  5680. 

(n)  BiddeU  r.  Scott.  1728.  M.,  5681.  (o)  Hepburn  r.  Kirkwood,  16S6,  M., 

6650.  ip)  EkK  3.  8,  49—1  Bell's  Conu  146— Malcolm  v.  Burden,  1828, 2 

a,  410— Crichton  r.  Crichtona  Tr.,  1826,  4  S..  553;  afld.,  3  W.  S.,  32»— See  Adam  r. 
Wylie,  1832,  5  D..  391,  a  8p«rcial  ca^  as  to  reservation  not  oommnnicated  to  the  party 
founding  on  the  homologation.  (r)  Stair,  1,  10,  11 — 1  Bell's  Com.,  146. 

(s)  Steel  r.  Steel.  1774.  M.,  5669— Erekine  r.  Erakine,  1682,  M.,  5703;  6  B.  Sup.. 
471.  (0  Eisk.,  3,  3,  49—1  Bell's  Com.,  146— Bogle  v.  Hera,  of  Sandyhills. 

1735,  M..  8409.  (u)  laddie  r.  Dick's  Crs.,  1744,  U^  5721 ;  Elch.,  "  Homolo- 

gation," S.  C.-See  also  Harknef«  r.  Graham,  1833,  11  S.,  760. 


*  Ratification  hy  children  of  their  father's  settlement,  constitnting  his  wife  his  nni- 
versal  legatory,  was  held  not  to  bar  their  claim  for  legitim,  because  snch  a  wiQ  carried 
nothing  but  the  dead's  part ;  White  r.  Finlay,  1861,  24  D.,  88. 
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kerran,  in  reporting  this  decision,  observes,  that  "  it  has  never  been 
found  in  any  case  that  homologation  was  good  in  a  competition." 
But  Professor  Bell  considers  this  expression  to  be  a  "little  too 
broad  "  (x).  There  do  not  seem  to  be  any  cases  defining  the  proper 
limits  of  the  rule. 

§  870.  According  to  Mr  Erskine,  homologation  gives  the  right 
to  which  it  applies  the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  valid  from  the 
beginning  (y).  With  more  discrimination  the  learned  Professor 
whose  opinions  have  been  so  often  quoted  in  this  chapter,  lays  down 
that  "  where  there  is  already  an  obligation  existing,  though  im- 
perfect or  subject  to  exception,  homologation  may  have  the  effect 
of  confirming  it  as  good  from  the  first.  But  where  the  deed  or 
obligation  is  null,  homologation  acts  only  as  the  adoption  of  what 
is  reduced  to  an  intelligible  and  precise  shape,  but  is  in  no  degree 
binding ;  and  the  binding  effect  has  in  this  case  no  retrospect"  («).* 
In  the  one  event  the  homologation,  being  merely  a  waiver  of  a 
technical  objection,  draws  back  to  the  date  when  the  contract  re- 
ceived its  essential  element  of  consent.  In  the  other,  that  was  ad- 
hibited subsequently,  when  by  homologation  the  party  for  the  first 
time  undertook  the  obligation. 


CHAPTER  VI. — OF  DEEDS  OBJECTED  TO  ON  THE  GROUND  OF 

VITIATION. 

§  871.  Integrity  in  the  text  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  every 
deed  ;  and  therefore  alterations  by  deletion,  superinduction,  era- 
sure, or  the  like,  in  any  substantial  part  of  it  are  almost  always 
fatal,  unless  the  testing  clause  shows  that  they  were  made  before 
the  deed  was  executed  (a).  The  reason  is,  that  without  such  notice 
the  deed  does  not  bear  to  have  been  authenticated  in  its  altered 
state ;  and  there  is  therefore  no  proof  that  the  alterations  were  not 
made  after  execution  and  without  the  authority  of  the  granter. 

(z)  1  Bell's  Com.,  146,  note  4.  (y)  Ersk.,  8,  8,  49. 

(t)  1  BeD's  Com.,  146.    By  this  passage  correct  Bell's  Pr.,  i  27. 
(a)  Supra,  §  724. 


*  This  statement  of  the  law  is  adopted  by  Lord  Cowan  in  Gall  v.  Bird,  1866,  17  D., 
1027. 
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Where  the  alteration  is  by  words  superinduced  or  written  on  era- 
sure the  objection  is  twofold,  namely,  1«^,  That  words  which  were 
contained  in  the  writing  as  executed  have  been  obliterated ;  and, 
2rf,  That  words  to  which  the  granter  did  not  consent  have  been 
substituted  for  them.  Besides,  the  obliteration  of  essential  parts  of 
a  deed  may  have  been  the  act  of  the  granter ;  and  when  it  is  not 
mentioned  in  the  testing  clause,  there  is  room  for  supposing  that  it 
may  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  revocation  (6). 

It  depends  on  the  terms  of  each  deed  what  are  to  be  held  altera- 
tions in  subatantialibua.  The  following  cases  illustrate  the  views  of 
the  Court  on  the  point. 

§  872.  The  subject  of  a  deed  is  in  svhatantialibua.  According- 
ly, where  a  bond  had  manifestly  been  altered  from  a  smaller  to  a 
larger  sum,  the  Court  held  it  to  be  null,  and  refused  {in  poervum 
fcdsi)  to  sustain  it  for  the  sum  originally  agreed  to  (c).  So  where 
in  a  disposition  of  land  by  a  father  to  his  second  son,  two  lines  were 
erased,  but  without  superinduction,  in  the  place  where  the  measure- 
ment should  have  appeared,  in  an  action  raised  by  the  father's  heir 
to  have  it  declared  that  the  disponee's  widow  possessed  under  the 
deed  a  larger  subject  than  had  truly  been  conveyed,  the  Court.,  con- 
sidering that  the  original  description  had  been  intentionally  erased, 
restricted  the  widow's  right  of  possession  ;  and  one  judge  (Lord 
Cringletie)  considered  "  that  the  erasure  was  of  such  a  description 
as  to  reduce  the  deed  in  toto.  There  might  have  been  a  restriction 
to  a  right  of  liferent"  (rf).  In  another  case  an  instmment  of 
sasine  in  Coblehouse  and  other  lands  was  held  null  in  a  claim  for 
enrolment  on  account  of  "  hovse'*  being  on  erasure  ;  the  rest  of  the 
subjects  not  being  sufficient  for  a  qualification  (c). 

§  873.  Vitiation  in  the  name  of  the  grantee  is  also  fatal.  This 
was  held  where,  throughout  a  mortis  causa  disposition,  the  letters 
ohn  of  the  disponee's  christian  name  John  were  on  erasure;  there 
being  no  doubt  that  it  had  originally  stood  James  ;  and  the  testing 
clause  not  mentioning  that  the  alteration  had  been  made  before 
subscription  (/).     And  where  the  investiture  in  a  deed  of  entail 


(Jb)  See  the  principles  on  which  vitiations  are  fatal  clearly  stated  by  Lord  GhanceUor 
Cottenham  in  Shepherd  v.  Grant,  1844,  6  BelFs  Ap.  Ca.,  171 ;  affirming,  6  D.,  464. 

(c)  Lawrie  v.  Reid,  1712,  M.,  12,284— M'DonaU  ».  Rep.  of  Kennedy,  1728,  M., 
17,068;  aifd.,  Rob.  Ap.,  Ca.,  488— Deans,  1673,  8  B.  Snp.,  9.  (rf)  Grant  r. 

Murdoch,  1830,  8  S.,  784 ;  more  fully  reported  in  8  De.  and  And.,  10. 

(e)  Innes  v.  E.  Fife,  1827,  5  S.,  659 ;  2  W.  S.,  687.  This  case  occurred  before  the 
act  6  and  7  Will.  IV  (noticed  tn/ra,  §  882),  as  to  erasures  in  instruments  of  sasine. 

(/)  Reid  V.  Redder,  1885,  13  S.,  619;  affd.,  1  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  183. 
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was  to  the  entailer  in  liferent,  and  the  heirs-male  of  his  body  in  fee, 
"whom  failing,  to  the  eldest  son  living  at  the  time  of  my  decease" 
Ac,  "  whom  failing,"  to  another  substitute,  the  words  in  italics  be- 
ing written  on  erasure  throughout  the  deed,  it  was  held  null  as  to 
all  persons  whose  rights  depended  on  the  validity  of  the  substitu- 
tion so  vitiated  (g).  But  a  vitiation  in  the  name  of  one  who  is  sub- 
stituted to  the  heir  founding  on  the  deed,  will  not  annul  it  as  to 
the  latter,  because  his  right  is  independent  of  that  of  the  heir  whose 
nomination  is  invalid  (h), 

§  874.  Vitiations  in  the  names  of  some  of  the  trustees  in  a 
trust-deed,  or  some  of  the  executors  in  a  will,  do  not  annul  the 
deed,  since  the  death  or  non-acceptance  of  these  parties  would  not 
defeat  the  purposes  of  the  granter  (i).  But  it  is  doubtful  whether 
vitiation  in  the  names  of  all  the  trustees,  or  in  the  name  of  a  trus- 
tee sin^  quo  non,  is  not  fatal  as  inferring  cancellation  (i).  The 
names  of  all  the  executors  in  a  will  being  on  erasure  does  not,  it  is 
thought,  void  legacies  which  the  will  contains ;  since  these  may  be 
validly  bequeathed  without  nominating  an  executor.^ 


(y)  Sheplierd  v.  Grant,  1844,  6  D.,  464 ;  affd.,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  158. 

{h)  Maxwell  v.  Houston,  1725,  Hob.  Ap.  Ca.,  589 — ^Abernethie  v,  Forbes,  1885,  18 
S.,  268— Richardson  t;.  Biggar,  1845,  8  D.,  815.  (t)  E.  Traquair  v.  Hender- 

son, 1822.  1  S.,  527— Robertson  v,  Ogilvie's  Tr.,  1844,  7  D.,  286— Richardson  v.  Biggar, 
supra— Kem^  v.  Ferguson,  1802,  M.,  16,949.  (k)  See  per  Lord  Fullerton  in 

Robertson  t;.  Ogilvie's  Tr.,  supra.  A  trust-deed  blank  in  the  names  of  all  the  trustees  is 
nuU  ;  Pentland  v.  Hare,  1829,  7  S.,  640. 


1  A  trust-deed  will  receive  effect  although  all  the  trustees  decline,  or  all  predecease 
the  granter.  It  is  clear,  also,  that  a  trust-deed  will  receive  effect  though  the  truster  re- 
cal  the  nomination  of  aU  the  trustees  mentioned  in  the  trust-deed,  or  draw  his  pen 
through  their  names,  provided  he  nominate  trustees  in  a  codicil,  holograph  or  otherwise 
authenticated.  It  has  been  argued  that,  in  such  cases,  the  heritage  is  not  validly  con- 
veyed, because,  in  consequence  of  the  recal  of  the  nomination  of  the  trustees  in  the 
trust-deed,  there  is  no  disponee  in  the  dispositive  clause,  and  the  mere  nomination  of 
trustees  in  a  codicil  cannot  supply  the  place  of  a  d!^  presenti  conveyance.  But  that  argu- 
ment has  been  overruled,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  fixed  law  that  all  the  testamentary 
deeds  of  a  deceased  are  to  be  regarded  as  one  settlement,  the  basis  of  which  is  the  trust- 
deed,  if  any ;  and  that,  therefore,  the  nomination  of  trustees  in  a  codicil  imports  their 
names  into  the  trust-deed,  and  brings  them  within  the  scope  of  the  dispositive  words. 
Where  a  truster  deleted  the  names  of  aU  of  his  trustees  in  his  trust-deed,  and  named 
new  trustees  in  a  holograph  marginal  note,  signed  by  him,  but  not  noticed  in  the  test- 
ing clause,  the  deed  was  sustained.  The  marginal  note  was  referred  to  in  a  holograph 
codicil,  but  the  deed  would,  it  is  thought,  have  been  sustained  although  there  had  been 
no  such  codicil ;  Royal  Infirmary  of  Edinburgh  v.  Lord  Advocate,  1861,  28  D.,  1218. 
Further,  if  a  truster  recol  the  nomination  of  all  his  trustees,  and  do  not  nominate 
Dther  trustees,  there  seems  strong  reason  for  holding  tlint  llie  deed  would  be  suMtained. 
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§  875.  The  duration  of  a  right  is  in  substantialihus.  Thus  the 
Court  aiiDuIled  a  lease  which  had  been  altered  from  three  to  five 
years  (/) ;  and  a  bond  of  thirlage  which  had  been  changed  from  a 
temporary  to  a  perpetual  right  {in)  ;  and  another  deed  of  the  same 
kind,  from  which  there  had  been  cut  off  a  marginal  addition  limiting 
the  obligation  to  the  landlord's  minority  (n).  So,  a  back  letter  by 
an  absolute  disi)ouee,  obliging  him  to  reconvey  before  Martinmas 
in  the  year  eighteen  hundred  and  forty-eight  was  held  null,  because 
the  word  "  forty "  had  been  either  superinduced  or  written  on 
erasure  (o). 

§  876.  Where  the  prohibitory  clause  in  a  deed  of  entail  was 
against  selling,  alienating,  Ac,  "  either  irredeemally  or  under  re- 
version," but  the  letters  "  irred"  were  on  erasure,  it  was  held  to  be 
vitiated  in  the  essential  of  a  prohibition  against  alienation,  and 
therefore  to  be  null  as  a  deed  of  entail  {p ).  The  deed  might  ori- 
ginally have  borne  the  word  "  redeemably  "  but  been  altered  after 
subscription ;  and  in  a  previous  case  (r)  a  deed  of  entail  containing 
the  word  "  redeemably  "  in  mistake  for  "  irredeemably  "  but  without 
vitiation  had  been  cut  down.     In  the  case  of  Boswell  the  word  as 


(0  A  B,  1625,  M.,  16,925.  (m)  Ross  v.  Garden,  1685,  2  B.  Sup.,  80. 

(n)  Cunningham-head  r.  Town  of  Lanark,  1628,  M.,  12,274.  (o)  Kirkwood 

V.  Patrick,  1847,  9  D.,  1861.  (p)  BosweU  v.  BoeweU,  1852,  14  D.,  378. 

(r)  Eglinton  v,  Montgomery,  1845,  7  D.,  425 ;  affd.,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  136. 


Though  they  had  all  predeceased  the  truster  it  would  be  sustained ;  and  it  seems  diffi- 
cult to  give  to  their  recal  a  stronger  effect.  Though,  perhaps,  the  rules  of  feudal  con- 
veyancing may  require  a  cfe/»*e««n/i  conveyance  to  a  disponee,  it  is  not  required  that, 
wlten  a  trust-deed  comes  into  operation  by  the  death  of  the  truster,  there  should  be  a  A 
presenti  conveyance  to  any  existing  disponee.  It  seems  sufficient  that  there  was  a  trost- 
disponee  originally,  though  he  may  have  died  before  the  deed  was  effectual ;  the  pro- 
visions to  the  beneficiaries  having  been  made  in  a  deed  complete  when  it  was  made,  it 
is  thought  that  the  mere  recal  of  the  trust  machinery  would  not  affect  the  provisions  in 
their  favour ;  Lord  Curriehill  (Ordinary)  in  MacKilligin  v.  MacKilligin,  mjra.  The 
deletion  of  the  names  of  all  the  trustees  would  appear  to  put  the  deed  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  if  the  nomination  of  trustees  had  been  recalled,  or  as  if  they  had  all  died ;  and, 
tlierefore,  it  is  thought  consistent  with  authority  and  principle  to  hold  that  the^deletion 
of  the  names  of  all  the  trustees  is  not  a  vitiation  of  the  trust-deed  in  substanfialibut. 
It  may  be  oi>en  to  doubt  whether  a  trust-deed  in  which  no  trustees  are  named  will, 
in  all  cases,  be  regarded  as  null ;  or  whether  the  beneficiaries  may  not  be  regarded  as 
the  true  disponees;  Lord  Mackenzie  in  Ogilvie  v.  Robertson,  nipra — ^Lord  Ivory  in 
Royal  Infirmary  of  Edinburgh  v.  Lord  Advocate,  23  D.,  1222.  A  trust  conveyance  of 
moveables  without  a  trustee  or  executor  would  be  effectual.  In  Pentland  r.  Hare,  re- 
ferred to  in  the  text,  the  deed  which  was  not  sustained  was,  when  it  was  signed,  blank, 
not  only  in  the  names  of  the  trustees,  but  al.90  in  all  the  more  important  purposes  of  the 
trust  ;  Robertson  v.  Ogilvie's  Trustees,  1844,  7  D.,  236 — MacKilligin  r.  MacKilligin. 
1855,  18  D.,  83— Royal  Infirmary  of  Edinburgh  v.  Lord  Advocate,  1861,  23  D.,  1213. 
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superinduced  coincided  with  the  whole  object  and  tenor  of  the  deed ; 
and  there  could  not  be  the  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  the  vitiation 
arose  from  no  other  cause  than  chirographical  mistake.    A  decision 
equally  against  real  justice,  but  following  from  the  rigid  rules  which 
liave  been  adopted  in  this  class  of  cases,  was  pronounced  shortly 
afterwards.     In  a  deed  of  entail,  framed  and  recorded  for  the  pur- 
pose of  preventing  alienation  and  alteration  in  the  order  of  succes- 
sion, the  prohibition  on  the  latter  head  commenced  with  the  words 
"  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  or  in  the  power  of  any  of  my  said 
disponees,''  Ac,  but  the  words  not  be  lawful  were  on  erasure,  and 
the  testing  clause  did  not  mention  the  fact.     A  minute  examina- 
tion showed  traces  of  several  letters  which  had  originally  occupied 
the  space,  and  which  would  have  suited  the  words  "  be  lawful  to. " 
The  Court  were  not  much  impressed  with  the  faint  remains  of  the 
original  words;  but   having  no  doubt  that  the  erasure  occurred 
in  suhstmitialibua  of  the  deed,  they  were  reluctantly  constrained  by 
the  previous  authorities  to  hold  the  deed  to  be  null  («).     It  is  not 
surprising  that  more  than  one  eminent  judge,  in  deciding  this  case 
and  the  previous  case  of  Boswell,  should  have  regretted  that  the 
law,  as  settled  by  a  long  train  of  decisions,  left  them  no  alternative 
but  to  reduce  the  deeds  in  which  such  errors  occurred.     In  particu- 
lar, Lord  Rutherfurd  in  the  case  of  Frasor,  following  Lord  Fuller- 
ton's  opinion  in  Bos  well's  case,  observed  "  that  there  were  decisions 
which  pointed  at  other  principles ;   and  which,  concurring  with 
sound  legal  principles,  would  have  led  to  the  adoption  of  what 
would  have  been  a  much  safer  rule  for  the  safety  of  the  lieges. 
The  matter  has  come  to  such  a  height  that  it  requires,  for  the  safety 
of  the  country,  immediate  statutory  interference."  ^ 


(«)  Fraser  v.  Fraser,  1854,  16  D.,  863. 

3  In  a  recent  cadc  where  an  entail  was  challenged,  the  law  of  erasures  was  thas  laid 
down, — "  An  erasure  not  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  is  presumed  to  have  been 
made  after  subscription,  and  the  letters  or  words  written  on  erasure  are  not  authenti- 
cated," ....  and  "  are  held  not  to  have  been  written.  If  the  letters  written 
on  such  an  erasure  are  essential  to  the  word,  the  word  is  held  not  to  be  there.  If 
the  word  is  essential  to  the  clause,  the  clause  is  held  not  to  be  there.  If  the  clause 
is  essential  io  the  deed,  the  deed  is  null  and  void."  In  the  prohibition  to  innovate 
or  alter  the  order  of  succession,  the  word  to  and  letters  inn  were  written  on  an  era- 
sure ;  this  erasure  was  held  not  a  vitiation,  because  the  word  innovate  was  not  essen- 
tial to  the  clause ;  but  in  the  clause  declaring  void  the  "  deedn  of  the  said  J.  G.,  or  of 
any  of  the  said  heirs  or  substitutes  of  tailzie  *'  made  in  contravention  of  the  entail,  the 
words  or  of  any  of  were  on  an  erasure ;  and  tliere  the  word  any  was  held  by  the  majority 
of  the  Court  essential  to  the  universality  of  the  irritancy,  and  therefore  to  the  entail. 
Lord  Benholme  held,  that  in  dealing  with  erasures  in  fMi tails,  not  only  were  tho  word* 
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§  877.  A  bond  granted  under  a  condition  which  had  been  ob- 
literated was  found  to  be  ineffectual,  although  there  was  no  gronnd 
for  suspecting  fraud,  as  the  obliteration  had  probably  been  caused 
by  age  or  damp  (t).  In  like  manner,  it  was  held  fatal  to  a  bond 
that  half  a  line  near  the  term  of  payment  had  been  obliterated  (n) ; 
and  a  disposition  in  which  two  lines  in  the  clause  setting  forth 
the  onerous  consideration  were  deleted,  but  still  legible,  was  reduced 
in  an  action  at  the  instance  of  a  creditor  of  the  granter  (x). 

§  878.  Where  the  name  of  one  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses 
to  a  deed  was  written  on  erasure  in  the  testing  clause,  and  the  word 
"  witness  "  added  to  his  subscription  was  in  another  person's  hand- 
writing, the  deed  was  held  to  be  null  (y). 

§  879.  In  contrast  with  these  cases  it  has  been  held  not  to 
create  nullity  that  certain  words  or  letters  are  on  erasure,  where  the 
sense  of  the  deed  would  not  be  affected  by  holding  them  pro  nan 
scriptiSf  or  substituting  for  them  any  other  words  which  could  rea- 
sonably be  supposed  to  have  occupied  the  space  covered  by  the 
vitiation.  Thus,  where  the  words  pages  of  were  on  erasure,  in  a 
testing  clause  bearing  that  the  deed  was  "  written  on  this  and  the 
twelve  preceding  pagre*  o/*  paper,"  the  deed  was  sustained  (z).  This 
was  also  tlie  case  where  the  testing  clause  of  a  deed  written  on 
thirteen  pages  set  forth  that  it  was  "  on  this  and  the  twelve  preced- 
ing pages,''  and  the  letters  ve  were  on  erasure  (a) ;  and  where  the 
testing  clause  of  a  deed  bore  to  be  written  '*  on  this  and  the  six 
preceding  pages,"  but  the  letter  x  was  written  on  erasure  (6).  In 
like  manner,  it  was  held  not  to  impair  a  charter  of  confirmation 
that  in  the  narrative  of  one  of  the  sasines  confirmed,  the  date  of 
which  was  described  as  "  tertio  die  Junii  annoque  presenti,**  the  last 
of  these  words  was  written  on  erasure  ;  and  the  plea  that  the  word 
had  originally  been  written  praedict  was  overruUed,  because  there 
was  no  doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  the  sasine  intended  to  be  con- 
firmed, the  remainder  of  the  description  of  which  was  accurate  (c). 

• 

(0  E.  Bute  V,  Halyburton,  1712,  M.,  11,646.  («)  PituUo  v,  Forrester,  1671, 

M.,  11,636;  12,281,  S.  C.  (x)  Brown  v.  Hemes,  1701,  M.,  11,541. 

(y)  Gibson  v.  Walker,  16th  June  1809,  F.  C. ;  affd.,  2  Dow,  270. 

(z)  Morrison  v,  Nisbet,  1827,  7  S.,  810.  (a)  Gaywood  v.  M-Eand,  1828, 

6  S.,  991.  (b)  E.  Cassilis  t;.  Kennedy,  1831,  9  S.,  663. 

(e)  Adam  v,  Drummond,  12tli  June  1810,  F.  C. 


on  the  erasure  to  be  held  not  those  originally  written  there,  but  it  was  to  be  supi>08«>d 
that  the  words  briginally  there  were  different,  and  such  as  would  invalidate  the  clause ; 
GoUan  v,  Gollan,  1862,  24  D.,  1410. 
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§  880.  Alteration  in  the  date  of  a  deed,  which  is  not  an  essen- 
trial  part,  is  not  in  general  fatal  (d).  But  if  it  was  made  fraudulently 
in  order  to  defeat  an  objection  of  deathbed,  or  to  give  an  undue 
preference  in  a  competition  of  creditors,  it  would  seem  that  the 
deed  will  not  be  effectual  as  of  its  proper  date  in  the  hands  of  the 
person  who  vitiated  it  (e). 

§  881.  A  deed  executed  without  any  vitiation  may  have  been 
altered  fraudulently  by  one  who  either  pleads  the  alteration  as  a 
ground  of  nullity,  or  maintains  the  deed  in  its  changed  state.  This, 
like  any  other  fraud,  may  be  proved  prout  de  jure  by  the  opposite 
party  who  founds  on  the  deed  as  it  originally  stood  (/).  But  the 
mere  possibility  of  such  an  event  will  not  save  from  nullity  a  deed 
which  is  vitiated  in  suhatantialibua  {g). 

The  rules  as  to  holograph  alterations  on  deeds  have  been  noticed 
already  (A). 

§  882.  At  common  law  vitiations  in  substantialibtis  of  instru- 
ments of  sasine  and  resignation  are  fatal,  although  the  instrument 
should  be  recorded  in  its  altered  form.  But  this  has  been  partly 
remedied  by  statute  (/)  in  so  far  as  regards  instruments  of  sasine 
and  resignation  ad  remanentiam  (not  being jpr(>prt£s  manibtts),  which 
contain  words  on  erasure.  The  instruments  in  which  sasine  or  re- 
signation propriis  manibtcs  are  set  forth,  being  really  dispositions 
of  heritable  right,  are  nullified  by  vitiation  in  any  substantial 
part.* 

(rf)  Bayne  v.  Caivie,  1673,  M..  11,540— Arret  v.  Gairden,  1780,  M.,  12,286— 5w/>ra, 
,i  714.  (<)  Merry  v,  Howie,  1801 ;  affd.,  17th  March  1806,  M.,  "  Writ,"  App., 

No.  8— See  supraj  2  715,  where  a  doubt  is  suggested  as  to  whether  the  decisions  in  sup- 
port of  this  rule  are  well  founded.  (/)  See  Gunningham-head  v.  Town  of 
Lanark,  1628,  M.,  12,274— Hunter  r.  Peter's  Crs.,  1670,  M.,  1687. 

{ff)  See  this  well  brought  out  in  Bos  well  v.  Boswell,  mpra,  14  D.,  878. 

{h)  Supra,  S  756.  (t)  6  and  7  Will.  IV,  c.  88. 


3  Recent  statutes  render  instruments  of  sasine  and  instruments  of  resignation  ad  re- 
manentiam unnecessary ;  and  it  is  now  competent  to  register,  instead  of  the  instruments, 
the  conveyance  or  the  procuratory  along  with  a  warrant  of  registration,  as  provided  in 
the  statutes, — or  a  notarial  instrument  in  the  statutory  form ;  21  and  22  Vict.,  c.  76, 
52  1,  4 ;  and  23  and  24  Vict.,  c.  148,  i  3.  The  provisions  of  the  act  6  and  7  Will.  IV, 
c.  33,  that  no  challenge  of  an  instrument  of  sasine  or  of  resignation  on  the  ground  of 
erasure  shaU  receive  effect,  unlestf  it  is  averred  and  proved  that  such  erasure  has  been 
made  for  the  purpose  of  fraud,  or  that  the  record  is  not  conformable  to  the  instrument 
as  presented  for  registration,  are  extended  to  notarial  instruments  and  instruments  of 
resignation  ad  remanentiam  in  the  forms  authorifod  by  the  act  21  and  22  Vict.,  c.  76  ; 
and  to  instruments  of  cognition  and  notarial  instrumentis  under  the  act  28  and  24  Vict., 
c.  143 ;  and  to  notarial  instruments  under  the  Heritable  Securities  Act  8  and  9  Vict., 
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§  883.  Where  a  deed  contains  distinct  and  independent  mem- 
bers or  subjects,  vitiation  in  one  of  them  will  not  make  it  nnll  as 
to  the  others.  Thus,  one  legacy  in  a  will  may  subsist  although  an- 
other falk  {k)  ;*  and,  as  already  observed,  legacies  inaj"  be  vaUdly 
constituted  by  a  will  which  is  null  in  the  nomination  of  an  execu- 
tor (/)  ;  and  vitiations  in  one  of  the  substitutions  in  a  series  of  heirs 
will  not  aflFect  heirs  whose  names  occur  before  the  vitiated  jN>r- 
tion  (m).  Thus,  also,  where  the  names  of  some  of  the  lands  in  an 
heritable  bond  were  on  erasure,  the  security  was  sustained  as  to  the 
rest  (n).  And  an  instrument  of  sasine,  vitiated  and  falsified  as  to 
one  of  the  subjects  contained  in  it,  was  held  effectual  as  regarded 
the  others  in  favour  of  a  disponee  who  had  not  been  concerned  in 
the  vitiation  (o).  But  wherever  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  a  deed 
depend  on  its  being  sustained  as  a  whole,  vitiation  in  one  branch  of 
it  will  be  fatal  to  the  others  also ; — as,  for  example,  where  a  lease 
with  a  cumulo  rent,  or  a  feu-contract  with  a  cumulo  feu-duty,  for 
several  portions  of  land  is  vitiated  in  one  of  the  subjects.  Even 
where  the  rent  or  feu-duty  is  apportioned  among  the  different  sub- 
jects contained  in  the  deed,  vitiation  in  regard  to  one  of  them  will 
be  fatal  to  the  whole  deed  unless  it  appear  that  the  parties  intended 
the  several  members  of  it  to  stand  independently.  For  exangple, 
the  tenant  in  a  large  farm,  the  rents  for  different  portions  of  whicli 
are  separately  specified,  may  have  considered  the  sum  laid  upon 
one  part  to  be  too  high,  but  to  be  compensated  by  better  terms  as 
to  the  others ;  and,  if  there  was  no  such  inequality,  he  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  made  his  ofier  with  the  view  of  cultivating  the  whole 

(k)  Per  Lord  Cfaancellur  in  Grant  v.  Shepherd,  1844,  6  BeU*8  Ap.  Ca.,  153. 

(/)  Supra,  i  874.  (m)  Supra,  i  878.  (n)  Howden  r.  Fenier,  1886. 

13  S.,  1097.  With  this  case  compare  Innes  ©.  E.  Fife,  1827,  5  S.,  669 ;  affd.,  2  W.  S., 
687  ;  noticed  tupra,  ?  872.  (o)  Keir  v.  Pardowie,  1697,  M.,  17,062. 


v.  31.  These  provisions  do  not  apply  to  instruments  of  sasine,  or  of  resignation  jiny»nit 
tnaniintt,  or  where  the  conveyance  or  procnratory  is  itself  registered.  In  case  of  error 
or  defect  in  any  of  the  instruments,  procuratories,  or  conveyances  recorded  under  these 
acta,  it  is  competent  to  record  them  anew ;  23  and  24  Vict.,  c.  148,  §  35. 

*  An  erasure  in  a  codicil  does  not  necessarily  vitiate  the  codicil  if  the  clause  on 
the  erasure  he  separahle  from  the  rest  of  the  deed ;  the  Court  are  not  entitled  to  pre- 
sume that  the  words  originally  written  on  the  erasure  were  words  which  would  have  in- 
validated the  codicil  or  any  bequest  in  it.  It  has  been  thought,  however,  that  an  era- 
sure in  a  deed  of  entail  is  in  a  different  position,  and  that  the  imrty  challenging  the 
entail  is  entitled  to  assume  that  the  words  originally  in  the  erasure  were  such  as  would 
destroy  the  deed  tis  an  entail;  Peddie  v.  Doigs,  1867,  19  D.,  820 — Gollan  v.  Gidlan. 
1862,  14  D..  1410  -Soo  also  B:Hrl  of  Buchan  v.  Scottish  Widows'  Fund  Society,  18^7. 
10  D.,  556. 
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farm,  and  finding  employment  for  a  certain  stock  of  horses  and  farm 
implements,  as  well  as  for  his  own  time  and  capital.  It  may,  there- 
fore, be  very  fairly  supposed  that  he  would  not  have  agreed  to  a 
lease  of  a  part  of  the  farm ; — or,  at  least,  that  he  would  not  have 
contracted  on  the  footing  of  an  abatement  of  rent  corresponding 
merely  to  the  number  of  acres,  to  which  some  vitiation  in  the  lease 
may  immediately  apply.  Accordingly,  the  validity  of  such  a  lease 
as  a  whole,  being  one  of  the  main  considerations  on  which  the  ten- 
ant agreed  to  its  terms,  is  an  essential  element  in  the  contract,  and 
it  cannot  be  treated  as  if  the  different  portions  of  the  farm  had 
been  contained  in  separate  leases. 

§  884.  The  proper,  and  in  general  the  only  competent,  way  by 
which  alterations  in  substantial  parts  of  deeds  can  be  validated  is 
by  being  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
show  that  they  were  made  before  the  deed  was  executed  (p).  In 
a  case  already  noticed,  a  disposition  mortis  causa  bore  to  be  in  fa- 
vour of  John  Kedder,  the  grantor's  son,  but  the  letters  ohn  were 
written  on  erasure  throughout  the  body  of.  the  deed  wherever  the 
name  occurred,  and  in  one  place  the  name  was  followed  by  the  word 
"junior"  which  did  not  apply  to  John  Kedder.  The  testing  clause 
stated  that  "  these  presents  written,"  <fec.,  "  are  subscribed  by  me  in 
favour  of  the  said  John  Kedder,  my  son,"  &c. ;  but  it  did  not  men- 
tion that  his  name  was  written  on  erasure  before  the  deed  was 
signed.  The  deed  was  held  null  both  in  the  Court  of  Session  and 
House  of  Lords ;  the  Lord  Chancellor  observing  that  the  testing 
clause  "  did  not  go  at  all  to  prove  that  when  the  deed  was  executed 
John  was  substituted  for  James."  It  was  equally  consistent  with 
the  terms  of  that  clause  to  suppose  that  the  deed  had  been  exe- 
cuted as  in  favour  of  James  Kedder ;  and  that,  either  from  a  change 
of  purpose  in  the  grantor  or  in  order  to  correct  an  error  of  the  con- 
veyancer, it  had  been  altered  in  the  interval  between  its  execution 
and  the  completion  of  the  testing  clause  (r). 

§  886.  Alterations  in  the  testing  clause  itself  are  more  favour- 
ably treated.  As  that  part  of  a  deed  may  be  filled  up  any  time  be- 
fore the  document  is  produced  in  judgment,  so  before  that  step  has 
been  taken  the  testing  clause  may  be  corrected  by  erasure,  suporin- 
duction,  or  the  like,  and  mentioning  the  alteration  as  having  been 
made  in  order  to  correct  an  error.     Such  an  ex  post  facfo  addition 


(/>)  Sef  supra,  §  724.  (r)  Rcid  v.  Kedder,  1835,  18  S.,  610;  affd.,  1840. 

1  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  183. 
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to  the  deed  is  effectual,  and  is  held  (by  a  legal  fiction)  to  be  au- 
thenticated by  the  subscriptions  of  the  party  and  witnesses  («). 

§  886.  In  some  very  special  cases  deeds  have  been  sustained, 
notNvithstanding  material  alterations  which  were  not  mentioned  in 
the  testing  clause.  Where  one  of  the  parties  to  a  marriage-con- 
tract, which  was  signed  in  duplicate,  objected  that  the  copy  in  the 
other  party's  hands  bore  a  marginal  addition  not  duly  authenticated, 
the  Court  sustained  the  deed,  because  the  copy  of  it  produced  by 
the  party  objecting  contained  the  same  addition  {().  And  in  a  cele- 
brated case,  where  three  several  deeds  mutually  referring  to  each 
other  were  all  executed  in  duplicate  on  the  same  day,  the  testing 
clause  in  each  deed  referring  to  the  simultaneous  execution  of  its 
double,  and  vice  versa  ;  and  where  throughout  the  deeds  a  great 
number  of  words  were  written  on  erasures,  but  no  vitiation  in  sub- 
siantialihua  occurred  in  the  same  place  in  both  duplicates  of  any 
one  deed ;  the  Court  sustained  all  the  deeds,  on  the  ground  that 
each  pair  of  duplicates  might  be  read  together,  so  as  between  them 
to  make  up  a  valid  deed ;  and  the  House  of  Lords  affirmed  the 
judgment  {u), 

§  887.  Deeds  have  also  been  sustained  where  words  in  sub- 
stanfialibus  written  on  erasure  in  some  places,  were  repeated  with- 
out vitiation  in  other  parts  of  the  deed  (x).  But  there  are  conflict- 
ing cases  of  not  less  authority  (y) ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how 
the  mention  of  an  essential  word  in  one  place  will  remove  the  ob- 
jection that  it  is  written  on  erasure  in  another  place  where  it  is  re- 
quired in  order  to  make  the  deed  effectual ;  since,  if  a  word  of  a 
different  meaning  were  substituted  for  it,  the  deed  would  be  in- 
complete in  so  far  as  the  vitiated  clause  is  concerned.  In  the  cases 
of  BosM^ell  and  Fraser,  already  mentioned  (a),  there  could  be  no 
doubt  that  the  alteration  was  completely  in  unison  with  the  con- 
text, as  well  as  with  the  manifest  purpose  of  the  deed.  It  would, 
therefore,  seem  that  even  where  a  w^ord  substituted  ex  hypothesi  for 

(«)  See  cases  cited  supra,  g  727.  [t)  Boswal  v.  Boswal,  1708,  M.,  17,026 

—See  also  Smith  v,  Duke  of  Gordon,  1701,  M.,  16,987— Cubbison  v.  Oubbison,  1716, 
M.,  16,988.  (tt)  E.  Strathmore  v,  E.  Strathmore's  Tr.,  1887,  16  S.,  449; 

affd.,  1  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  189.  (a:)  Wright  v.  M'Leod.  1672,  M.,  11,640— Lyon 

r.  E.  Aboyne,  1709,  M.,  11,544— Gumming  v.  Kennedy,  1709,  M.,  11,642  (affd.  on  an- 
other point,  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  19)— Gordon  v.  E.  Fife,  1827,  5  S.,  660  (questioned  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  Hoggan  v.  Rankcn,  1840,  1  Rob.  Ap.  Ca.,  178) — Howden  v.  Ferrier,  1836, 
13  S.,  1097— See  also  Dyce  v.  Paterson,  1846,  9  D.,  310— Wood  v.  Ker,  1838,  1  D..  14. 

(y)  Hoggan  v.  Ranken,  mpra — Reid  v.  Kedder.  tupra,  }  884 — Cowan  r.  Watt,  1829. 
7  S.,  653— See  Taylor  v.  Malcolm,  1829,  ib.,  647— Sharpc  v.  Stevenson,  1849,  12  P., 
327— Cooper  v.  his  Grs.,  1838,  11  S.,  896.  (ar)  Supra,  f  876. 
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the  word  appearing  in  the  alteration  would  be  grossly  inconsistent 
isvith  the  rest  of  the  deed,  and  would  render  it  nugatory,  yet,  if  it 
could  reasonably  be  supposed  that  such  a  word  occupied  the  space, 
the  deed  must  be  dealt  with  on  that  footing.® 

No  weight  can  now  be  attached  to  some  older  decisions,  where 
the  Court  gave  effect  to  presumptions  and  probabilities  as  to  the 
alterations  having  been  made  before  execution  (a). 

5  888.  It  is  settled  law  that  parole  evidence  is  inadmissible  to 
prove  that  alterations  which  are  not  specified  in  the  testing  clause 
■were  made  before  the  deed  was  subscribed  (6).  This  follows  from 
the  rule  (c)  that  if  the  authenticity  of  a  deed  is  not  a  patent  fact 
attested  in  terms  of  the  statutes,  it  cannot  be  proved  by  extrinsic 
evidence.  If  alterations  by  marginal  addition,  interlineation,  or  the 
like,  not  being  mentioned  in  the  testing  clause,  are  alleged  to  be 
holograph,  that  must  be  proved  (d ) ;  as  well  as  the  dates  of  the 
alterations  if  these  are  material  to  the  cause  (c). 

§  889.  The  rules  regarding  vitiations  in  bills  of  exchange  and 
promissory-notes  are  in  some  respects  peculiar.  On  this  account, 
as  well  as  from  their  importance,  they  require  a  detailed  examina- 
tion. 

These  documents,  if  altered  in  any  material  part  after  being  is- 
sued, and  without  consent  of  the  parties,  are  null  both  at  common 
law  and  under  the  stamp  acts  (/).  But  alterations  made  before 
issuing,  and  with  consent  of  the  parties,  are  not  fatal  to  the  bill  or 
note  as  a  document  of  debt  (g)  ;  although  in  general  they  destroy 
it  as  a  warrant  for  summary  diligence. 

§  890.  Erasure  or  deletion  of  the  subscription  of  one  acceptor  or 
obligant  in  a  bill  or  note  annuls  the  document  as  to  the  others ; 
because  each  only  undertook  to  be  bound  on  the  footing  of  having 

(a)  Oliphant  v.  Peebles,  1629,  M.,  11,535— Lockhart  v.  Hamilton,  1760,  M.,  16,989 
— Scrimzeour  v,  Betson,  1705,  M.,  11,542.  (ft)  Pittullo  v.  Forrester,  1671, 

M.,  11,636 ;  12,281,  S.  C— Walker  v.  Gibson,  16th  June  1809,  F.  C;  affd.,  2  Dow,  270 
— -Reid  w.  Kedder,  1836,  13  S.,  619  ;  affd.,  1  Rob.  Ap.,  188— Shepherd  v.  Grant,  1844, 
6  D.,  464 ;  affd.,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  153— Boswell  v.  Boswell,  1852,  14  D.,  878. 

(c)  Supra^  i  812,  et  seq.  (d)  See  suprOj  §  765.     Will  this  apply  to  a  mar- 

ginal addition  or  the  like,  bearing  a  statement  that  it  is  in  the  party's  handwriting  ? 
See  i  764.«  («)  See  supra,  §  755.  (/)  1  BeU's  Com.,  891— Cases 

in  foUowing  notes.  {g)  Bell's  Com.,  ib. — Cases  infra. 


'^  It  is  thought  that  this  principle,  if  admissible  at  all,  can  receive  effect  in  regard 
to  deeds  of  entail  only ;  tupra,  §  876,  note  ^ ;  and  §  888,  note  ^. 

^  See  Anderson  r.  Gill,  1858,  House  of  Lords,  3  Macqueen,  180, — Supra,  754, 
note  '. 
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pro{H>rtional  relief  from  his  co-obligants  (A).  For  the  same  reason, 
deleting  the  name  of  one  of  several  drawers  frees  the  others  from 
their  obligation  (t).  Deletion  of  the  name  of  the  person  who  stood 
drawer  when  the  bill  was  completed  and  issued,  and  substituting  a 
new  drawer  in  his  place,  annuls  a  bill  under  the  stamp  laws,  as  it 
alters  the  contract  (k).  But  where,  after  a  bill  had  been  completed 
and  put  into  the  circle,  an  intending  indorsee  wrote  his  name  by 
mistake  on  the  face  of  the  document,  and  the  notary  deleted  the 
subscription  and  filled  up  the  indorsation  with  the  holder's  name, 
the  Court  sustained  the  bill  even  as  a  warrant  for  summary  dili- 
gence {I).  Where  a  bill  addressed  to  A.  and  J.  Dougal  and  Com- 
pany as  acceptors,  and  bearing  that  signature,  was  challenged  bj 
them  on  the  ground  that  they  had  signed  A.  and  J.  Dougal,  under 
which  firm  alone  they  traded,  and  that  the  words  "  and  Company  ' 
had  been  unwarrantably  added  ex  post  facto,  the  Court  sustained 
the  bill  as  a  warrant  for  summary  diligence ;  being  satisfied  from 
its  appearance  that  the  words  objected  to  had  been  WTitten  tmtco 
contextu  with  the  rest  of  the  subscription,  and  holding  that  as  the 
objectors  had  confessedly  accepted  the  bill  addressed  to  them  as  A. 
and  J.  Dougal  and  Company,  they  must  be  considered  as  having 
adopted  that  firm  in  regard  to  the  bill  (m).  The  addition  of  a  se- 
cond obligant  in  a  promissory-note,  and  a  second  acceptor  in  a  biU, 
after  the  documents  had  been  issued,  was  held  a  fatal  objection  un- 
der the  stamp  laws,  as  it  altered  the  obligation  to  which  the  stamp 
applied  (»).  And  altering  the  name  of  one  indorsee  frees  all  sub- 
sequent indorsees,  because  it  destroys  their  recourse ;  but  if  it  was 
done  in  bona  fide  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  a  mistake,  it  does 
not  destroy  the  bill  in  the  hands  of  the  indorsee  as  a  ground  of  ac- 
tion, although  summary  diligence  is  incompetent  on  it  (o). 

§  891.  It  has  been  held  not  to  destroy  a  bill  as  a  warrant  for 
summary  diligence,  that  the  words  "  conjointly  and  severally  "  had 
been  added  to  the  address  to  two  co-acceptors  ;  since  their  subscrip- 


(h)  M*Ewan  v.  Graham,  1838, 12  S.,  110.  Here  the  Court,  satisfied  hy  inspection 
that  a  name  had  been  erased  below  that  of  one  appearing  as  sole  acceptor,  assoilzied  in 
an  action  against  him.  (•)  Callender  v.  Kilpatrick  and  Others,  10th  Dec 

1812,  F.  C;  Hnme  D.,  70  S.  C— Supra,  §  801.  (*)  Fleming  v.  Scott,  1828, 

2  S.,  446 — ^Young's  Tr.  v.  Paisley  Bank  and  Scott  (same  case),  1881,  9  S.,  674 — Cm- 
tra,  Lnmsden  v.  Marr,  1806,  Hnme  D.,  65— 5Mpra,  §  801.  (/)  RnsseU  v. 

Mill,  1810,  Hume  D.,  63— See  also  Grieve  v.  Miller,  1817,  noted  ib.,  68. 

(to)  Dougals  V.  Robin,  1828,  6  S.,  504.  (n)  Home  v.  Purves,  1886, 14 

S.,  898— Thomson  on  Bills,  17— Contra,  M'Ara  v.  Watson,  1828,  2  S.,  360. 

(o)  M'Ara  ?'.  Watson,  supra. 
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tions  without  the  addition  bound  each  of  them  m  solidum  {p). 
But  where  a  bill  had  been  originally  accepted  by  one  party,  "  as 
cautioner,"  and  had  been  altered  by  erasure  into  "  jointly  and  seve- 
rally," the  Court  assoilzied  the  party  who  had  subscribed  as  cau- 
tioner, the  action  having  been  raised  by  one  who  acquired  the  bill 
five  years  after  it  had  become  due  (r).  The  addition  to  a  bill  of 
erroneous  addresses  to  the  names  of  indorsees,  was  held  not  to  de- 
stroy recourse  against  them,  or  prevent  the  bill  from  being  a  war- 
rant for  summary  diligence  («). 

§  892.  Any  alteration  by  way  of  increase  on  the  sum  in  a  bill 
or  note  is  fatal  to  the  document  as  a  warrant  for  summary  diligence ; 
and  unless  it  was  consented  to  before  issuing,  it  also  destroys  the 
bill  or  note  as  a  ground  of  action  {t).  But  an  alteration  to  a  small- 
er sum  seems  not  to  be  a  ground  of  challenge  by  one  profiting  by 
the  change,  which  could  not  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding him  {u).  The  omission  of  the  word  "  pounds,"  where  it 
is  evidently  implied,  does  not  prevent  summary  diligence  on  a 
bill  (xy 

§  893.  Where  a  bill  altered  from  a  smaller  to  a  larger  sum  has 
come  into  the  hands  of  a  honafide  indorsee  for  value,  the  question, 

{p)  Gordon  v,  Sutherland,  1761,  M.,  14,677— But  see  Cfaitty  on  Bills,  188. 

(r)  Robertaon  v,  Annan,  1825,  4  S.,  40.  («)  King  u.  Crichton,  1841, 4  D., 

62;  aflfd.,  2  BeU's  Ap.  Ca.,  81.  (0  Thus  in  M'Cubbin  r.  Tumbull,  1860,  12 

D.,  1123,  a  bill  for  £54,  19,  having  teen  in  nineteen  added  in  different  ink  and  handwrit- 
ing, was  held  not  to  instruct  a  claim  to  vote  for  the  trustee  in  a  sequestration.  In  Ker 
V.  M'Ewan,  1845,  7  D.,  400  ;  where  the  sum  was  on  erasure,  the  holder  was  allowed  to 
prove  that  the  alteration  had  been  consented  to  before  issuing,  the  question  arising  in  a 
claim  to  rank  for  a  dividend  in  a  sequestration.  In  Leith  v.  Elphinston,  1784,  Elch., 
"  Writ,"  No.  1 ;  the  alteration  in  the  creditor's  handwriting  from  "  merks  "  to  "  pounds" 
annulled  the  bill.  Query,  Is  alteration  of  the  figures  stating  the  sum  a  vitiation,  when 
the  sum  in  words  in  the  body  of  the  bill  is  correct  ?  Lord  Mackenzie  (Ordinary)  held 
it  was  not  in  M'Ewan  i;.  Graham,  1888,  12  S.,  110.  (u)  Laidlaw  v.  Park, 

1774,  M.,  16.941.  (x)  Gordon  v.  Sloss,  1848,  10  D.,  11,29— Phippe  v.  Tanner. 

1888,  5  Ca.  and  Payne,  488. 


7  Where  there  is  a  discrepancy  between  the  figures  on  a  bill  or  bank  cheque  and  the 
statement  of  its  amount  in  words  in  the  body  of  the  bill  or  cheque,  the  words  only  are 
to  be  regarded ;  and  so,  where  a  bank  cheque,  when  issued  and  indorsed,  bore  in  words  to 
be  for  "  One  hundred  and  sixty  pounds,"  but  in  figures  bore  to  be  for  "  £164,"  and  the 
words  were  afterwards  altered  to  "  One  hundred  and  sixty-four  pounds,"  the  Court  re- 
fused all  action  on  the  draft  by  the  indorsee  against  the  indorser ;  and  the  averment  of 
the  indorsee,  that  the  alteration  had  been  made  to  correct  a  mistake,  was  held  irrelevant 
in  the  absence  of  an  averment  that  the  alteration  had  been  made  with  the  indorser's  con- 
sent. Had  both  averments  been  made  and  established,  the  action  would  have  been 
sustained :  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Bank  v.  Samson,  1858,  20  D.,  1246. 
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who  muBt  bear  the  consequences  of  the  vitiation,  depends  on 
whetlier  ordinary  attention  would  have  discovered  or  suspected  that 
the  bill  had  been  altered.  If  it  would,  the  loss  will  fall  on  the  in- 
dorsee ;  because  he  incurred  a  risk  which  one  using  ordinary  busi- 
ness accuracy  would  have  avoided  (y).  But  if  the  bill  has  no  sus- 
picious appearance  by  crowding,  difference  in  colour  of  inks,  in 
handwriting,  or  the  like,  the  acceptor  will  be  liable  for  the  foil 
amount  (2).  "  This  proceeds,  not  on  the  principle  of  mandate,  but 
on  the  obligation  to  indemnify  loss  occasioned  by  fault  or  negli- 
gence ;  the  fault  or  negligence  being  a  good  answer  to  the  plea  of 
interpolation  "  (a).  In  two  of  the  ca-ses  where  the  vitiation  was  ap- 
parent, charges  on  the  bill  were  sustained  to  the  extent  of  the  ori- 
ginal sums,  because  these  were  judicially  admitted  to  be  due  (6). 
But  it  seems  more  correct  to  suspend  the  charge  altogether,  and 
even  to  assoilzie  the  defender  in  an  action  laid  exclusively  on  the 
bill,  without  prejudice  to  an  action  for  the  debt,  in  which  the  bill 
would  be  an  adminicle  of  evidence  (c).* 

§  894.  Unauthorised  alteration  ex  post  facto  in  the  date  of  a 
bill  is  fatal ;  because  it  changes  the  dates  of  payment  and  prescrip- 
tion, and  makes  a  new  document,  for  which  a  new  stamp  is  re- 
quisite (rf).  And  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  a  fraudulent  purpose 
in  altering,  as  that  will  be  presumed  until  disproved  (e).  These 
rules  hold  whether  the  bill  is  payable  on  demand  (/),  or  at  a  cer- 
tain period  after  date  (gr).     When  the  vitiation  is  manifest,  the 

{y)  1  Beirs  Com.,  890— Graham  v,  Gillespie,  1796,  M.,  1468  (next  note)— M'Lean 
V.  Morrison,  1834,  12  S.,  618— Watson  t?.  Thomson,  1798,  Hume  D.,  42. 

(2)  Bell's  Com.,  «ti/>r<»— So  held  in  Pagan  v,  Wylie,  1798,  M.,  1660,  as  to  a  bill  ac- 
cepted for  eighty  changed  into  eighty-four^  pounds  without  crowding.  In  Grahame  r. 
Gillespie,  ntpra,  two  bills  for  £60  and  £68,  lOs.,  respectively,  had  each  been  altered  after 
acceptance,  by  prefixing  the  words  **four  hundred  and"  to  the  sum  in  the  body  of  the 
bill,  and  the  figure  4  to  the  sum  in  the  margin.  The  one  bill  not  being  crowded  or 
suspicious  looking,  was  sustained  for  the  full  sum.  But  as  the  other  "had  a  very 
crowded  appearance,"  it  was  sustained  only  for  the  original  sum,  which  was  admitted 
to  be  due.  "  The  Court  at  the  same  time  determined  several  other  cases  on  the  same 
grounds."     See  also  Young  v,  Grote,  1827,  4  Bing.,  268. 

(a)  Beirs  Com.,  eupra.  (5)  Watson  v.  Thomson,  ntpra — Grahame  r.  Gille^ 

pie,  supra.  {c)  See  M'Lean  o.  Morrison,  1884,  12  S.,  613. 

(d)  As  in  Mitchell  v,  Stewart,  1819,  Hume  D.,  78,  where  the  alteration  was  to  a 
single  day  later.  See  also  Taylor  v.  M'Whinnie,  1806,  Hume  D.,  61 — Miller  r.  Boyal 
Bank,  1886,  18  S.,  818 — and  cases  in  following  notes.  (e)  Murchie  v.  Macfar* 

lane,  1796,  M.,  1468  ;  16,946,  S.  C.  (/}  M'Kostie  «.  Halley,  1860,  12  D..  124; 

816.  (g)  Murchie  v.  Macfarlane,  supra — Taylor  v,  M*Whinnie,  supra — Corrie  r. 


Edinburgh  and  Glasgow  Bank  v,  Samson,  1868,  20  D.,  1246,  supra,  I  892,  note  ^ 
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Court  at  once  refuse  action,  or  suspend  diligence,  on  the  bill  (A). 
When  it  is  not  apparent,  they  sometimes  remit  to  engravers,  and 
suspend  on  the  investigation  showing  that  it  exists  (i)  ;  or  if  the 
averment  is  offered  to  be  established  instantly,  they  may  allow  a 
proof.  If  the  bill  appears  to  be  unaltered,  and  the  allegations 
against  it  are  vague,  the  Court  will  refuse  the  suspension,  or  only 
suspend  on  cautiony(i). 

§  895.  But  a  bill  altered  in  the  date  before  being  issued,  and 
l>y  consent  of  the  parties  to  it,  is  effectual  as  a  ground  of  action,  the 
party  founding  on  it  having  to  prove  the  facts  as  to  the  alteration  (Z). 
The  document,  however,  not  being  probative,  seems  not  to  be  a 
'warrant  for  summary  diligence  (m) ;  yet,  if  the  party  suspending 
the  diligence  consents,  the  proof  as  to  the  alteration  having  been 
consented  to  before  issuing  may  be  allowed  in  the  suspension  (n). 
In  one  case  (the  authority  of  which  may  be  doubted)  suspension  of 
diligence  on  a  bill  altered  in  the  date  was  refused,  although  the 
Court  were  satisfied  from  the  circumstances  disclosed  that  the  al- 
teration had  been  made  before  the  bill  was  issued  (o). 

It  seems  to  be  incompetent  to  turn  the  charge  on  the  altered 
bill  into  a  libel  (p). 

Where  one  of  two  acceptors  altered  the  date  of  a  bill  from  Can- 
dlemas to  Lammas  (postponing  it  by  several  months),  whereupon 
it  was  signed  by  him,  by  the  drawer,  and  by  the  other  acceptor ;  in 
an  action  against  the  latter  for  payment  of  its  contents,  the  Judge- 
Admiral  assoilzied  "  in  respect  of  the  vitiation  appealing  on  the 
face  of  the  bill,  independent  of  the  other  very  suspicious  circum- 
stances of  the  case ;"  and  the  Court  of  Session  sustained  his  judg- 


Barbonr,  1826,  4  S.,  228— Whitehead  p.  Henderson,  1886, 14  S.,  544— Armstrong  v. 
Wilson,  1842,  4  D.,  1847.  (A)  Murchie  v.  Macfarlane,  aupra  («)— Allan  v, 

YoTxng,  1800,  M.,  Appx.,  "  Bills,"  No.  10.  See  also  Hamilton  ».  Monteith,  1824,  8  S., 
846  (new  ed.).  (0  See  Hamilton  «.  Kinnear,  1826,  4  S.,  102. 

(*)  Stewart  v.  Bird,  1822,  2  S.  (new  ed.),  10— See  Dobie  r.  Stevenson,  1828,  2  S., 
868.  (/)  Fairweather  v.  Alison,  12th  February  1817,  F.  C— Sutherland  r.  Mor- 

rison, 1822, 1  S.,  626;  same  parties,  2  S.,  442— Dobie  v.  Stevenson,  «<pra— Whitehead 
r.  Henderson,  1886,  14  S.,  644— Armstrong  v.  Wilson,  1842,  4  D.,  1847— See  MiUer  v. 
Koyal  Bank,  1886, 18  S.,  818— M'Millan  v.  Stewart,  1816,  Hume  D.,  924— Cases  in  fol- 
lowing notes.  (m)  M'Kostie  ©.  Halley,  1850,  12  D..  816— Corrie  v,  Barbour, 
1826,  4  S.,  228— M'Ara  v,  Watson,  1828,  2  S.  (new  ed.),  818— M'Kay  v.  Robertson, 
1882, 10  S.,  818.  (n)  Armstrong  v.  Wilson,  wipro— See  also  Sutherland  v.  Mor- 
rison, nq)ra,  and  M*Ara  v,  Watson,  1822,  1  S.  (new  ed.),  287,  2  S.  (ib.),  818. 

(o)  Taylor  v,  M*Whinnie,  1805,  Hume  D.,  61.  (p)  See  M*Ara  ».  Watson, 

mqfnt— Forrest  ».  Thomson,  1884, 12  S.,  726. 

VOL.  I.  2  M 


544  VITIATIONS  IN  BILLS  AND  NOTES.  §  895- 

• 

ment  (r).  It  is  inconsistent  with  the  decisions  noticed  above;  and 
in  Professor  Bell's  opinion  may  admit  of  reconsideration  («). 

§  896.  Where  the  date  of  an  indorsation  had  been  torn  off,  and 
where  it  appeared  from  a  registered  protest  to  have  been  such  as  to 
raise  suspicion  regarding  the  indorsee's  onerosity  and  honajidei,  the 
Court  suspended  summary  diligence  which  he  had  raised  upon  the 
biU  (0. 

§  897.  Alteration  of  the  term  of  payment  of  a  bill  is  fatal  («). 
But  if  it  was  consented  to  by  the  parties  when  the  bill  was  made, 
the  document  will  be  a  good  ground  for  action  (ar). 

§  898.  Adding  a  place  of  payment  to  a  general  acceptance  (y), 
and  substituting  a  different  place  of  payment  (2),  are  fatal  to  the 
bill,  unless  they  were  consented  to  before  it  was  issued  (a).  And 
a  claim  to  vote  for  the  trustee  in  a  sequestration,  where  the  debt 
was  described  as  due  by  bill,  was  rejected,  because  the  words  **  in 
London  "  in  the  lithographed  part  of  the  bill  (which  was  regular  in 
other  respects)  were  deleted.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope,  how- 
ever, "  could  not  say  that  the  bill  would  not  be  a  good  document 
for  claiming  to  rank  upon  in  the  division  of  the  bankrupt's  as- 
sets" (6). 

§  899.  In  a  bill  bearing  to  be  "  for  value  in  trust  account,"  the 
addition  of  the  words  "  for  Mr  Pentland  "  was  held  not  to  be  fatal, 
as  they  completed  the  writing  in  accordance  with  the  fact  (c).  And 
where,  in  a  bill  bearing  to  be  "  for  value  in  account  for  business," 
the  last  two  words  were  said  to  have  been  added  without  the  accep- 
tor's consent,  the  Court  sustained  a  charge  on  the  bill,  because  it 


(r)  Bryce  v.  Dickson,  16th  November  1810,  F.  C.  (*)  1  Bell's  Com.,  892. 

(0  Kennedy  v.  Cameron,  1828,  2  S.,  192.  (u)  Hamilton  r.  Einnear,  I82S, 

4  S.,  102— See  Rodgera  ft  Co.  ».  Murdoch,  Robertson  &  Co.,  26th  December  1801 
(House  of  Lords),  2  De.  and  And.,  841—1  Bell's  Com.,  891— Glen  on  Bills,  99. 

(j)  Henderson  v.  Hay,  1802,  M.,  17,069.  In  Douglas  v.  Young,  1799,  Hume  D.,  61, 
note,  such  a  bill  was  sustained  as  a  warrant  for  dib'gence.  But  this  decision  would  pro- 
bably not  be  followed.  (y)  Cowie  v.  Halaall,  1821,  4  Bam.  and  Aid.,  197- 
1  Bell's  Com.,  892— Chitty  on  Bills,  182.  (?)  Tidmarsh  v.  Giover,  1818. 
1  Maule  and  Sel.,  784— Bell,  ib.  (a)  1  BeU's  Com.,  892.  In  Beattie  r.  Hali- 
burton,  1823,  2  S.  (new  ed.),  199,  action  by  the  indorsee  was  sustained  against  the 
drawer  of  a  bill  payable  at  the  "  Leith  Company's  Bank,  Dalkeith,"  the  word  LeUh  be- 
ing on  erasure.  There  was  only  another  bank  in  the  place,  and  the  bill  was  not  said 
to  have  been  originally  payable  there.  But  the  decision  went  on  the  narrowest  ms- 
jority.  (b)  M*Cubbin  t;.  TumbuU,  1860,  12  D.,  1128.  (c)  Commeicial 
Bank  u.  Paton,  1887,  16  S.,  1202.  This  was  in  an  action  by  the  diacounUng  hwk 
against  an  indorser. 
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was  genuine  ex  fade,  and  the  evidence  offered  to  prove  the  objec- 
tion was  inadmissible ;  but  they  delivered  no  opinion  on  the  rele- 
vancy of  the  objection  (rf).® 

§  900.  In  an  English  case,  a  promissory-note,  which,  in  order 
to  correct  a  mistake  and  make  it  in  accordance  with  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  had,  before  being  signed  or  issued,  been  altered  into 
a  bill,  was  sustained  as  a  bill  (e).  The  case  is  quoted  by  Professor 
Bell  (/)  in  support  of  the  same  rule  in  this  country. 


CHAPTER   VII. — OF  DEEDS   MUTILATED  FOR  THE   PURPOSE   OF 

CANCELLATION. 

§  901.  In  treating  of  vitiations  in  mbstantialUmSy  it  was  ob- 
served (a)  that  one  of  the  grounds  on  which  they  are  fatal  is,  that 
they  may  have  been  made  by  the  granter  purposely,  with  the  view 
of  cancelling  or  revoking  his  deed.  That  purpose  is  more  strongly 
marked  by  mutilating  a  document  as  a  whole ; — ^for  example,  by 
tearing  it  in  pieces,  or  by  cutting  away  the  subscription  or  some 
important  part  of  it. 

This  mode  of  cancellation  requires,  1st,  a  final  intention  to  re- 
voke ;  and,  2d,  an  overt  act  calculated  to  carry  out  such  an  inten- 
tion— the  one  element  distinguishing  intentional  from  accidental 


(d)  M*Kenzie  v.  Brit.  Linen  Co.,  29th  November  1826,  F.  C,  4  S.,  281,  S.  C. 
\e)  Webber  ©.  Maddocks,  1811,  8  Camp.,  1.  (/)  1  BeU'a  Com.,  892. 

\a)  Supra,  I  871. 


'  The  act  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  25,  provides  that  where  across  a  draft  on  a  banker, 
payable  to  bearer,  or  to  order,  on  demand,  there  is  written  or  printed  the  name  of  any 
banker,  or  the  words  "  and  company,"  the  bill  shall  be  payable  only  to  or  through  some 
banker ;  and  the  act  21  and  22  Vict.,  c.  79,  provides  (^  1)  that  where  such  a  draft  is  is- 
sued, 80  crossed,  the  crossing  shall  be  deemed  a  material  part  of  the  draft,  and  shall  not 
be  altered  except  to  the  effect  specially  allowed  by  the  act ;  and  if  the  draft  be  crossed 
with  a  banker's  name,  the  banker  on  whom  the  draft  is  drawn  shall  not  pay  the  draft 
to  any  other  than  that  banker ;  (§  2)  that  the  holder  of  such  a  cheque  uncrossed  may 
cross  it  with  the  name  of  a  banker,  or  with  the  words  **  and  company,"  or  if  it  be  issued 
crossed  with  the  words  "  and  company,"  he  may  add  the  name  of  a  banker ;  and  these 
crossings  have  the  same  effect  as  if  they  were  on  the  bill  when  it  was  issued ;  (§  8) 
persons  altering  such  drafts  with  inteat  to  defraud  are  guilty  of  felony ;  (§  4)  bankers 
are  not  liable  under  the  act  if  the  crossing  be  not  distinct. 

2  m2 
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mutilation ;  the  other  marking  actual  and  completed,  as  distin- 
guished  frora  intended  or  inchoate  revocation. 

§  902.  Both  of  these  characteristics  occurred  in  the  following 
cases : — Where  a  Scotchman,  who  had  long  resided  in  India,  exe- 
cuted a  will,  concluding  "  in  testimony  of  this  being  my  last  will 
and  testament  I  hereto  set  my  hand  and  seal ;"  and  the  document 
was  found  in  his  repositories  with  the  part  to  which  the  seal  had 
evidently  been  afiSxed  cut  (not  torn)  off ;  the  House  of  Lords  held 
the  deed  to  be  cancelled,  because  the  testator  had  (besides  the  usual 
solemnities)  prescribed  a  seal  as  necessary  to  the  authentication  of 
his  will ;  and  his  cancellation  of  that  mark  of  concluded  purpose 
indicated  his  intention  that  the  document  should  not  receive  effect 
as  his  deed  (6).  So,  where  one  who  was  prejudiced  by  a  will  found 
in  the  deceased's  repositories,  toni  in  two  pieces,  raised  an  action  to 
have  it  declared  that  the  will  was  null  and  void,  the  Court  directed 
the  party  founding  on  it  to  bring  an  action  of  proving  its  tenor,  in 
order  to  account  for  the  mutilation ;  and  the  case  was  soon  afterwards 
given  up  by  him  (c).  In  another  case  the  Court  suspended  sum- 
mary diligence  on  a  bill,  which  had  been  found  in  the  repositories 
of  the  deceased  drawer  torn  in  three  pieces,  and  had  been  pasted 
together  by  his  representatives  (d).  The  real  evidence  afforded  by 
the  mutilation  in  these  cases  raised  the  inference  that  the  ^ct  had 
been  deliberate  and  of  purpose ;  and  it  threw  on  the  party  founding 
on  the  deed  the  burden  of  proving  some  other  intention  than  that 
of  revocation.  The  same  result  followed  in  a  case  where  a  disposi- 
tion by  a  i^ife  settling  her  heritable  estates  on  certain  persons  was 
found  in  her  hands  cancelled,  and  where  she  alleged  that  it  had 
been  cancelled  accidentally,  but  this  was  not  proved ;  while  her  not 
having  judicially  ratified  the  deed  strengthened  the  probabilities 
against  its  subsistence  (e)} 

(6)  Nasmyth  t?.  Hare,  1821,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  65,  reversing ;  noted  nqfra,  |}  744,  773. 
The  deed  also  bore  markings  in  pencil  and  red  ink,  which  showed  an  altered  intention. 
A  similar  case  occurred  in  America;  Avery  r.  Pizley,  1808,  4  MaBsachnssets  R.,  462. 

(c)  Dow  V.  Dow,  1848,  10  D.,  1466.    See  also  Forbes  v.  Sincbiir,  1618,  M.,  11,686. 

(d)  Thomson  v.  Bell,  1860,  12  D.,  1184.  (e)  Houston  v.  Shaw,  1711,  Rob. 
Ap.,  662 ;  6G1.  The  lady  sought  to  set  up  the  deed,  because  it  was  the  onerous  consi- 
deration on  which  a  bond  of  annuity  had  been  granted  by  her  husband  in  her  fayour. 


1  So  in  an  action  of  proving  the  tenor  of  a  mutual  disposition  and  settlement  of  a 
husband  and  wife,  brought  by  a  party  who  had  an  eventual  interest  under  the  deed,  it 
was  proved  that  the  deed  had  been  duly  executed,  but  that  when  the  husband  prede- 
ceased, it  was  found  that  the  name  of  the  widow  and  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses 
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§  903.  In  contrast  with  these  cases,  the  following  illustrate  the 
absence  of  one  or  other  of  the  essential  elements  of  cancellation. 
Where  a  bill  payable  to  the  drawer  was  found  in  his  pocket-book 
after  his  death,  torn  in  two  pieces,  but  apparently  in  consequence 
of  having  been  worn  at  the  fold,  the  Court  sustained  it  as  a  ground 
of  action  by  his  representatives  against  the  acceptor  (/).  In  a 
case  of  proving  the  tenor  of  a  bond  granted  by  a  principal  and 
cautioners,  the  subscription  of  the  former  had  been  almost  entirely 
torn  away ;  and  the  defender,  while  he  admitted  that  the  deed  had 
been  duly  subscribed,  contended  that  it  Tiad  afterwards  been  can- 
celled; but  as  the  bond  had  been  recorded  in  the  books  of  the 
county  register,  the  Court  held  the  tenor  of  it  as  a  valid  deed  to  be 
proved,  because  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  mutilation  arose 
from  careless  keeping  or  accident  after  registration,  and  not  that 
the  keeper  of  the  register  recorded  as  vaUd  a  deed  mutilated  in  the 
signature  of  the  principal  obligant  (g).  Again,  in  an  English  case, 
where  a  testator,  angry  with  one  of  his  devisees,  began  to  tear  his 
will  in  order  to  destroy  it,  and  after  having  torn  it  into  four  pieces 
was  prevented  by  a  bystander  from  mutilating  it  farther,  whereupon 
be  put  the  pieces  together,  and  said  "  it  is  good  it  is  no  worse,  and  no 
material  part  has  been  injured ;"  the  Court,  holding  that  the  act  of 
cancellation  had  not  been  completed  when  the  testator  changed  his 
purpose,  sustained  the  torn  document  as  a  will  (Ji).  In  like  man- 
ner, a  deed  will  be  held  eflFectual  where  the  mutilation  of  it  occurred 
during  the  party's  insanity  (i)  ;  ^  and  where  it  was  done  by  a  depo- 

(/)  Irvine  ».  Lang,  1860,  2  D.,  804.  (g)  M'Dowal  v.  M'Ghie,  1718, 

6  B.  Sup.,  98.  (h)  Doe  d.  Perkes  v.  Perkes,  1820,  2  B.  and  Aid.,  489. 

(t)  Lang  V.  Bruce,  1888,  1  D.,  69.    The  proof  of  insanity  failed  in  this  case. 


(there  being  only  two)  had  been  deleted ; — and  the  widow  deponed  that  she,  without 
her  husband's  knowledge,  had  deleted  her  own  name  and  that  of  the  witnesses  in  a  fit  of 
passion  against  a  person  having  an  interest  under  the  deed,  that  she  afterwards  regretted 
what  she  had  done,  and  wrote  again  the  names  of  herself  and  the  witnesses  in  order 
to  restore  the  deed ;  the  Court  held  that  the  presumption  was,  that  the  deed  had  been 
destroyed  by  the  husband  or  with  his  sanction ;  and  that  the  unsupported  testimony  of 
the  widow  to  the  contrary  was  not  sufficient  to  overcome  that  presumption ;  Winchester 
V.  Smith',  1868,  1  Macph.,  686.  In  a  recent  English  case,  it  was  held  that  when  a  will  is 
found  mutilated  on  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  presumption  is,  that  it  has  been  muti- 
lated by  the  testator  for  the  purpose  of  cancellation  after  its  execution,  and  if  there  is  a 
codicil,  after  the  execution  of  the  codicil ;  but  the  manner  of  the  mutilation  may  show 
that  only  a  partial  canceUation  was  intended  ;  Christmas  v,  Whinyates,  1862,  82  L.  J. 
Prob.,  78.  And  the  presumption  may  be  displaced  byevidence ;  Patten  v.  Poulton, 
1868,  Swab,  and  Trist.  Prob.,  vol.  i,  p.  66. 

2  In  an  English  case,  where,  after  a  will  had  been  duly  executed,  the  grantcr  be- 
came insane,  and  at  his  death  the  will  was  found  to  bo  torn;  the  purty  impeaching 
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sitary  acting  under  a  mistake  as  to  the  granter's  intention  (I),  or 
without  sufiScient  authority  to  cancel  (l). 

§  904.  It  is  held  in  England  that  when  a  deed  is  executed  in 
duplicate,  it  may  be  cancelled  by  mutilation  of  the  copy  in  the 
hands  of  the  party,  provided  his  intention  to  revoke  be  clear  (m). 
The  intention  may  be  elucidated  by  parole  evidence  (n). 

§  905.  Farther,  a  deed  will  be  held  as  constructively  cancelled, 
where  the  party  intended  to  cancel  it,  and  used  means  appropriate 
to  that  end,  but  where  without  his  knowledge  or  against  his  will 
his  purpose  was  frustrated  by  some  other  person.  This  is  well  il- 
lustrated by  an  English  case,  where  a  testator  rumpled  up  his  will 
and  threw  it  into  the  fire,  after  tearing  a  part  of  it  almost  off;  and 
where  a  bystander,  without  his.  knowledge,  prevented  it  from  being 
consumed.  The  revocation  was  held  to  be  complete  (o).  In  an- 
other case,  a  wife  had  executed  a  mortis  causa  deed  in  favour  of 
her  husband,  and  delivered  it  to  him.  Shortly  before  her  death  she 
required  him  to  return  it ;  and  he  laid  it  upon  her  pillow.  She  then 
sent  for  her  brother  to  consult  him  as  to  altering  or  cancelling  the 
deed.  On  his  arrival  it  was  amissing ;  and  she  immediately  charged 
her  husband  with  having  abstracted  it.  He  refused  to  give  it  into 
her  brother's  hands ;  whereupon  she  became  violently  excited,  and 
fainted,  and  shortly  afterwards  died.  The  Court  held  the  deed  to 
be  annulled ;  because  the  grantor's  intention  to  reconsider  it,  with 
a  view  to  revocation  or  alteration,  had  been  defeated  by  the  party 
who  afterwards  founded  on  it  as  subsisting  (p).  The  absence  of 
proof  of  a  concluded  purpose  to  revoke  was  thus  supplied  by  that 
party's  wrongful  act,  on  the  maxim  omnia  presumunhir  contra  spo- 
liatorem  ;  and  the  case  became  like  one  in  which  such  a  purpose 
had  been  frustrated  by  a  cause  beyond  the  grantor's  control.  In 
another  case,  a  bond  of  provision  was  held  to  have  been  revoked, 


(k)  Cunningham  v.  Mowat's  Tr.,  1851,  18  D.,  1376.  goe  also  Walker  v,  Ronald. 
1670,  2  B.  Sup.,  146;  476.  (/)  See  MaxweU  ».  Maxwell.  1676,  M.,  12,822- 

Forbes  v.  CuUoden,  1712,  M.,  18,286— Carse  v.  Kennedy,  1714,  M.,  18,247— Fisher  v. 
Smith,  1771,  M.,  9366— Logan  v.  Logans,  1823,  2  S.,  263— Falconer  v,  Stephen,  1848, 
11  D.,  i220;  1338.  These  cases  are  noticed  fully  in  the  chapter  on  the  delivery  of 
deeds.  (wi)  Burtenshaw  v.  Gilbert,  1774,  1  Cowper,  49 — Onions  v.  Tjrer,  1716, 

P.  Will.,  846— Pemberton  v.  Pemberton,  1817,  18  Ves.,  310— Compared  with  Mason  v. 
Limbrey,  mentioned  per  Mansfield  in  4  Burr.,  2olo,  (n)  Per  Mansfield  in 

Burtenshaw  v.  Gilbert,  supra.  (o)  Bibb  v,  Thomas,  1749,  2  W.  Blackst.,  1048. 

{p)  Buchanan  v.  Paterson,  1704,  M.,  15,932. 

♦he  will  was  required  to  prove  that  it  had  been  torn  while  the  granter  was  sane ;  Harris 
V.  Berrull,  1858,  Swab,  and  Tri«t.  Prol).,  15.S. 
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where  the  granter  had  on  deathbed  desired  his  wife  to  cancel  or 
burn  it,  but  she  had  neglected  to  do  so  (r).  And  such  directions, 
if  clear,  are  relevant  to  infer  cancellation,  although,  as  seen  in  a 
subsequent  chapter,  it  is  usually  a  difficult  matter  to  prove  them  (»). 
Of  course  a  mere  inchoate  intention  to  revoke,  when  frustrated  by 
accident,  or  by  some  cause  not  attributable  to  the  wrongful  inter- 
ference of  the  party  favoured  by  the  deed,  will  not  infer  cancella- 
tion (t). 

§  906.  In  general,  cancelHng  a  deed  produces  the  same  eflfect 
as  if  the  deed  had  never  existed.  But  the  Court  have  looked  at  a 
cancelled  codicil  in  interpreting  terms  used  in  the  trust-deed  to 
which  it  referred  (u).  And  where  a  person  had  in  liege povstie  exe- 
cuted a  deed,  laying  certain  burdens  on  her  heir-at-law ;  which  deed 
was  found  cancelled  by  the  subscription  being  torn  from  two  of  the 
pages ;  in  a  reduction  by  the  heir  of  a  subsequent  deed  in  similar 
t^rms,  but  extending  the  period  for  paying  the  sums  provided  in 
the  first  deed,  the  Court  held  that  the  existence  of  the  first  deed, 
although  cancelled,  excluded  the  heir's  reduction.  The  ratio  deci- 
dendi was,  that  as  the  first  deed  had  been  cancelled  on  the  footing 
of  the  second,  which  was  more  favourable  to  the  heir,  being  effec- 
tual, he  had  not  suffered  lesion  by  the  granting  of  the  second 
deed  (x).  The  judgment,  however,  was  pronounced  on  the  opinions 
of  a  bare  majority  of  four  to  three  judges ;  and  as  it  altered  the  in- 
terlocutor of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  authorita- 
tive. In  a  subsequent  case  the  question  was  debated,  but  not  de- 
termined, whether  a  testament,  which  revoked  all  former  ones, 
having  been  burnt  by  the  testator,  could  be  revived  to  the  effect  of 
operating  a  revocation  of  a  previous  testament  (y).  The  Court 
considered  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  farther  indication  of  the  de- 

(r)  Chisholm  v.  Chisholm,  1678,  M.,  12,320.  («)  See  the  sections  on  deeds 

delivered  by  the  granter  to  a  third  person  as  custodier,  g  960,  et  seq. 

(t)  Walker  v.  Steele,  1826,  4  S.,  828.  Here  a  testator,  two  or  three  days  before  her 
death,  desired  her  agent  to  return  her  will  in  order  that  it  might  be  cancelled ;  but  he 
delayed  to  do  so  without  any  intention  to  defeat  her  purpose,  and  she  died  in  the  inter* 
yal.  The  Court  regarded  this  as  merely  an  intention  to  revoke,  which,  for  all  that  ap- 
peared, might  have  been  afterwards  abandoned.  (u)  Adv.-Gen.  v.  Smith  (in 
Exchequer),  1852,  14  D.,  685.  See  cont/ra,  Hughes  v.  Turner,  1835,  8  My.  and  Eee., 
696.  {%)  Mure  v.  Mure.  Ist  June  1813,  F.  C.  The  first  deed  had  been  can- 
celled by  the  granter's  agent,  acting  (as  he  dei)oned)  by  her  directions.  This  decision 
is  supported  by  Onions  v.  Tyrer,  1716,  1  P.  Will.,  845,  where  the  cancellation  of  one 
will  in  the  sui^position  that  another  in  similar  terms  was  validly  executed,  which  it  was 
not,  was  held  not  to  let  in  the  heir-at-law.  See  also  per  L.  Mansfield  in  Burtenshaw  v. 
Gilbert,  1774,  1  Cowp.,  62.                    (y)  Howden  r.  Howdon,  8th  July  1815,  K.  C. 
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ceased's  intentions,  the  deed^which  had  been  destroyed  must  be  re- 
garded as  if  it  had  never  been.     This  is  the  rule  in  England  (2).* 

The  subject  of  this  chapter  is  resumed  in  noticing  actions  of 
proving  the  tenor  of  mutilated  deeds,  and  the  delivery  of  deeds  to 
a  depositary  with  directions  from  the  granter  as  to  disposing  of 
them. 


CHAPTER  VIII. — OF  THE  IMPROBATION  OF  DEEDS  WHICH  ARE 

PROBATIVE  EX  FACIE. 

§  907.  The  solemnities  for  the  authentication  of  deeds  are  de- 
signed for  securing  genuine  subscription,  by  throwing  obstacles  in 
the  way  of  forgery,  and  furnishing  means  for  detecting  it.  But  as 
a  deed  apparently  complete  in  the  subscription  of  the  party  and 
witnesses,  and  bearing  a  formal  testing  clause,  may  be  fabricated, 
or  may  want  the  essentials  of  a  legal  attestation,  the  question  re- 
mains. By  what  means  may  such  frauds  and  irregularities  be  dis- 
covered ?  The  rule  on  the  point  is,  that  while  a  deed  formal  ex  facie 
is  probative  in  a  high  degree,  it  will  be  reduced  upon  proof,  direct 
or  indirect,  that  the  subscriptions  of  the  party  or  witnesses  axe 
forged,  or  that  the  witnesses  did  not  know  the  granter,  or  did  not 
see  him  subscribe,  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  subscription. 

§  908.  In  all  such  cases  the  most  direct  evidence  is  that  of  the 
attesting  witnesses.  They  are  therefore  always  admissible  (a)  ;  but 
when  the  objection  is  that  they  attested  without  knowing  the  party 
or  having  the  subscription  written  or  acknowledged  in  their  presence, 
they  may  decline  answering ;  because  the  case  involves  a  criminal 
charge  against  them  as  accessories  to  forgery  (6). 

(z)  Gkwdright  V.  Glazier,  1770,  4  Burr,  2612— Harwood  v,  Goodright,  1774,  1  Cowp., 
92.  (a)  Ersk.,  4,  4,  70 ;  Bell  on  Testing  Deeds,  235 ;  cases  in  foUowing  notes. 

In  Frank  v.  Frank,  1798,  M.,  16,822;  aflfd.,  15  Fac.  Col.  (folio),  753,  it  is  said  to  have 
"  been  the  uniform  practice  to  examine  instnimentary  witnesses,  and  the  objection  goes 
only  to  their  credibility."  {b)  Frank  v.  Frank,  supra — Cleland  v,  Cleland,  1837, 

1  D.,  254.  See  the  chapter  on  questions  which  witnesses  may  decline  to  answer, 
'i  2016,  et  seq. 


A  The  English  cases  quoted  were  decided  prior  to  the  English  act  7  Will.  IV,  and 
1  Vict,,  c.  26,  the  22d  section  of  which  provides  that  no  will  or  codicil  which  has  been 
revoked,  shall  be  revived,  except  by  re-execution  of  it,  or  by  a  codicil.  In  a  recent  case, 
where  a  will,  which  revoked  all  previous  wills,  was,  when  last  seen,  in  the  testator's 
possession,  but  could  not  be  found  at  his  death ;  the  Court  presumed  that  he  had  de* 
stroyed  it  animo  cancelUmdi,  and  held  that  he  had  died  intestate ;  Brown  t>.  Brown,  1858. 
h  Ellis  and  Blackb.,  876, 
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§  909.  The  weight  due  to  their  testimony  varies  with  the 
gromids  of  reduction  and  the  circumstances  of  each  case. 

If  they  deny  their  supposed  signatures,  the  jury  must. determine 
the  question  of  forgery  of  these,  or  mistake  in  identity  of  the  wit- 
nesses, upon  the  whole  evidence  in  the  case ;  which  does  not  neces- 
sarily involve  any  imputation  on  the  witnesses'  credibility  (c). 

§  910.  Where  they  depone  that  the  subscriptions  are  theirs, 
bnt  do  not  recollect  (without  expressly  denying)  that  they  saw  the 
grantor  sign,  or  heard  him  acknowledge  his  subscription,  the  deed 
will  be  sustained  ;  because  the  crime  of  falsely  attesting  is  not  to  be 
presumed,  and  because  the  attestations  of  the  witnesses  are  much 
more  trustworthy  evidence  than  their  subsequent  non-recollection, 
especially  if  they  were  in  the  practice  of  frequently  attesting  deeds, 
and  if  the  question  occurs  several  years  after  the  date  of  the  deed  (d). 
The  presiding  judge  will  therefore  direct  the  jury  in  point  of  law 
that  it  is  insufficient  to  cut  down  the  deed  that  one  or  both  of  the 
instrumentary  witnesses  depone  "ncm  memini"  (e). 

§  911.  There  is  much  more  difficulty  where  the  witnesses  ad- 
mit their  signatures,  but  state  distinctly  that  they  did  not  see  the 
grantor  sign,  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  subscription.  In  such 
cases  either  the  attestations  were  culpably  false,  or  the  witnesses 
when  examined  misstate  the  fact  intentionally,  or  from  want  of  rfe- 

{e)  See  Commisscuy  of  Glasgow  v.  Nimmo,  1678,  M.,  12,661 — Henderson  v.  Mon- 
teith,  1678,  M.,  11,562 ;  12,669 ;  3  B.  Sup.,  242,  S.  C.  In  Tennant  v.  Tennant,  1676, 
M.,  12,667,  where  a  person  supposed  to  be  one  of  the  witnesses  denied  the  subscription, 
there  was  another  person  of  the  same  name ;  and  the  Court  refused  to  reduce  the  deed, 
88  that  person  had  not  been  examined.  See  a  somewhat  similar  point  in  Stewart  v. 
KirUilU,  1672,  M.,  12,664.  See  also  Settons  v,  Settons,  1816,  1  Mur.,  9,  where  the  wit- 
ness did  not  sign,  but  touched  the  pen  of  another  person  signing  for  her,  in  consequence 
of  which  the  deed  was  reduced. 

{d)  See  BeU  on  Testing  Deeds,  272— Sim  v,  Donaldson,  1708,  M.,  16,718;  16,891 
—Young  V.  Glen,  1770,  M.,  16,906 ;  Hailes,  364,  S.  C— Irving  v.  Maxwell,  1706,  4  B. 
Sup.,  627  —Frank  v.  Frank,  1793,  M.,  16,822,  tupra—V&t  Lord  Gifford  in  Smith  v.  Bank 
of  Scotland,  1824,  2  Sh.  App.,  287,  affirming,  26th  January  1821,  F.  C— See  also  (be- 
fore the  act  1681)  Stewart  v.  Kirkhill,  1672,  M.,  12,664.  In  Buchanan  v.  Buchanan, 
1810,  Buch.  Bep.,  88,  a  testamentary  writing  bearing  to  be  holograph  and  attested  by 
two  witnesses,  but  without  statutory  solemnities,  was  challenged  as  forged.  One  of  the 
witnesses  had  died,  the  other  (a  writer's  clerk  in  the  habit  of  witnessing  deeds)  believed 
the  signature  to  be  his,  but  could  give  no  account  of  the  attestation,  of  which  he  had 
not  any  recollection.  The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Charles  Hope),  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  (p.  106),  said  that  this  was  little  more  than  the  testimony  of  one  man 
to  the  handwriting  of  another.  The  other  evidence  against  the  authenticity  was  very 
strong ;  and  the  document  was  reduced. 

(e)  Per  Lord  Cockbum  in  Anderson  r.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1836,  9  S.  Jur.,  63 — Don- 
aldson V,  Stewart,  1842,  4  D.,  1216,  per  Lord  Justice-Clork  Hope. 
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collection.  Every  Buch  witness  is  open  to  grave  Suspicion  ;  his 
testimony  should  be  sifted  and  weighed  with  the  greatest  care,  and 
should  be  disregarded  unless  with  the  other  evidence  it  produces  a 
clear  conviction  that  the  deed  is  falsely  attested  (/).      It  is,  there- 

(/)  In  Smith  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1824,  2  Sh.  App.  Ca.,  287,  affirming,  25th  Jnne 
1821,  F.  C,  Lord  Gifford  observed — The  instrumentary  witnesses,  "if  they  are  compe- 
tent witnesses,  are  to  have  their  evidence  looked  at  with  the  greatest  suspicion ;  and 
jrour  Lordships  ought  to  be  fally  satisfied  not  only  by  their  evidence,  but  by  ootiob(R«- 
tive  proof.     It  ought  to  be  most  overwhelming  evidence  before  your  Lordships  attend  to 
BUch  testimony."    One  of  the  witnesses  had  died ;  the  other  admitted  his  subscription, 
but  said  he  had  not  seen  the  grantor  sign,  or  heard  him  acknowledge  his  signatare.* 
His  Lordship  therefore  thought  the  Court  of  Session  were  justified  in  saying  they  would 
"  rather  give  credit  to  the  witness'  subscription  at  the  time,  than  to  his  testimony  at 
the  expiration  of  so  mauy  (fifteen  or  sixteen)  years,  and  after  the  death  of  the  other 
witness,  who  might  have  contradicted  him."    In  Curruthers  v.  Graham,  1790,  Bell's 
Octavo  Ca.,  265,  where  one  of  the  attesting  witnesses  swore  that  the  deed  signed  was 
different  from  that  which  had  been  read  over  to  the  grantor,  Lord  Eskgrove  said,  *'  I 
cannot  give  credit  to  the  allegation  on  the  croiiit  of  one  admitting  he  was  art  and  part 
in  the  deceit."     In  Anderson  v.  Bank  of  Scotland,  1836,  9  Sc.  Jur.,  63,  Lord  Ck>ckbura 
charged  the  jury — "  If  the  instrumentary  witness  denies  having  seen  the  granter  sub- 
scribe, he  convicts  himself  of  a  crime  of  a  heinous  nature ;  and  he  is  therefore  placed  in 
a  situation  in  which,  if  he  is  entitled  to  an  iota  of  credit,  certainly  no  one  witness  could 
ever  possibly  be  entitled  to  less.     In  so  far,  therefore,  as  his  testimony  goes,  no  Court  in 
the  universe  would  attach  any  weight  to  it.     In  order,  therefore,  to  make  him  credible, 
he  must  be  corroborated ;  and  tlie  question  is,  has  he  been  corroborated  ?  "    After  notio* 
ing  that  the  corroborating  evidence  was  exceedingly  weak,  his  Lordship  added,  *'  I  de- 
duct the  evidence  of  Ferries,  the  instrumentary  witness,  as  almost  wholly  worthless.'* 
It  is  thought  that  this  learned  judge  took  too  strong  a  view  against  the  witness ;  and 
tliat  tlie  following  charges  of  the  Lord  Chief-Commissioner  QAdam)  are  more  correct 
In  Harkness  v.  Harkness,  1821,  2  Mur.,  561,  that  learned  judge  charged  the  jury  that 
the  evidence  of  witnesnes  against  their  attestations  "  must  be  narrowly  examined,  and 
weighed  in  the  nicest  scales."     In  M'Dougal  v.  Wighton,  1830,  5  Mur.,  115,  his  Lord- 
sliip  observed,  more  copiously,  "  in  Lord  Fife's  case.  Lord  Kldon  says  their  evidence 
ought  to  be  sifted  and  attended  to  with  care  and  suspicion.     Lord  Mansfield  says,  be 
would  receive  such  a  witness,  but  tell  the  jury  not  to  believe  him ;  and  Lord  Kenyon 
adopted  the  same  view.     It  appears  to  me  that  Lord  Eldon's  is  the  soundest  view.    We 
admit  the  witness,  because  the  objection  goes  to  his  credit^  but  it  is  for  the  jury  to  weigh 
it  in  scrupulous  scales."     In  his  charge  in  Fife  v.  Fife's  Trustees,  1825,  3  Mur.,  606, 
also,  the  Lord  Chief-Commissioner  expressed,  but  not  at  such  length,  his  preference  for 
Lord  Eldon's  opinion  to  tliose  of  Lords  Mansfield  and  Kenyon.     So,  in  Aitchison  t. 
Patrick,  1836,  15  S.,  300,  in  a  challenge  of  an  execution.  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Boyle 
ciiarged  the  jury  that  "the  messenger's  evidence  in  contradiction  of  his  own  writ  must 
be  scrupulously  considered."     In  Cleland  v.  Cleland,  1838,  1  D.,  254,  in  a  motion  by 
the  challenger  of  the  deed  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  found  for  the 
deed,  although  both  instrumentary  witnesses  contradicted  their  attestations,  Lord  Core- 
house  said  *'  I  must  deal  with  the  statement  of  each  of  these  witnesses  as  one  emitted 
by  a  man  not  omni  acceptione  major ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  labouring  under  very  grave 
suspicion."     His  Lordship  quoted  from  Mr  Tait's  work  (p.  138)  the  following  jwasag*'. 
which  he  foncoived  to  be  accurate  and  well  founded, — **  The  evidence  of  witnesses  in 
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fore,  the  duty  of  the  presiding  judge  to  direct  the  jury  that  the 
eyidence  is  of  this  questionable  character  (g)} 

§  912.  Where  the  instrumentary  witnesses  merely  depone  that 
the  grantor's  hand  was  led,  they  do  not  necessarily  contradict  their 
attestations,  because  they  may  have  beUeved  such  a  subscription  to 
be  regular.  In  a  case  of  this  kind  (A)  Lord  Meadowbank  directed 
the  jury  that  such  a  witness  came  before  them  "  under  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances/' and  that  it  would  be  for  them  to  consider  hpw  far  the 
whole  circumstances  touching  his  position  ought  to  be  held  as  af- 
fecting his  credibility. 

§  913.  Before  civil  causes  came  to  be  tried  by  jury,  the  Court 
rei)eatedly  cut  down  deeds,  where  both  of  the  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses contradicted  their  attestations,  and  their  evidence  was  corro- 
borated (t).  But  where  one  witness  deponed  negative,  and  the 
other  "did  not  remember  the  parties  signing  or  acknowledging 
their  subscriptions,"  and  "thought  he  could  say  decidedly"  that 
they  did  not  do  so  in  his  presence,  the  Court  refused  to  reduce  the 

sach  circnmstaiices  must  always  be  received  with  caution  and  suspicion,  more  especially 
if  their  depoeitions  on  oath  shall  directly  contradict  the  assertion  of  the  testing  clause 
under  their  hand ;  but  the  point  at  issue  in  each  case  resolves  itself  ultimately  into  a 
question  of  the  credibility  of  testimony,  for  the  consideration  of  a  jury  or  a  judge  to 
whom  it  may  be  submitted."  At  the  same  time,  there  is  a  good  deal  of  truth  in  Lord 
Gillies'  remarks  in  this  case  of  Cleland,  that  witnesses  "  do  not  know  that  they  commit 
a  great  offence  by  attesting  a  deed,  if  they  neither  see  the  granter  sign  nor  hear  him 
acknowledge  his  subscription."  "  It  is  notorious  that  the  witnesses  generally  are  igno- 
rant of  the  law,  and  sign  as  they  are  bid,  without  either  inquiry  or  explanation."  Ac- 
cordingly, his  liOrdship  did  not  think  their  evidence  against  their  attestations  to  be 
**  liable  to  so  much  suspicion  as  many  of  our  judges  have  affixed  to  it."  ^ 

(ff)  Cases  in  preceding  note.  (A)  M'Dowall  v.  Wighton,  1888,  Macf. 

Rep.,  142.  (t)  See,  for  example,  the  following  cases,  Forbes  v.  Reid,  1698,  4 

B.  Sup.,-  404— Allan  v.  M'Kean,  1803,  Hume  D.,  914--yonng  v.  Ritchie,  1761,  M., 
17,047— Miller  v.  Bothwell,  1671,  M.,  12,319— Welsh  v.  Welsh,  1794,  BeU's  Octavo  Ca.. 
44— Allan  v.  Blair,  1684,  M.,  13,942 ;  2  B.  Sup.,  58,  S.  C. 


1  In  a  recent  case  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis)  seemed  to  entertain  the  opinion — 
quoted  in  note  (/) — expressed  by  Lord  Gillies  on  this  point ;  Morrison  v.  Maclean's 
Trustees,  1862, 24  D.,  629.  Lord  Cowan  adopted  the  views  of  Lord  Corehouse  in  Cleland 
r.  Cleland ;  Morrison  v.  Maclean's  Trustees,  1863, 1  Macph.,  304.  In  this  case  testamen 
tary  deeds  were  challenged  on  the  ground  that  the  instrumentary  witnesses  did  not  see 
the  testator  subscribe,  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  signature.  The  jury  sustained  the 
deeds ;  and  the  Court,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  held  that  when  a  jury,  disbelieving 
the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  instrumentary  witnesses  who  deponed  that  they  did 
not  see  the  granter  sign  or  hear  him  acknowledge  his  signature,  sustain  the  deed,  the 
Court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury  should  have  believed  these 
witnesses. 
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deed,  which  was  not  alleged  to  be  forged  (Ar).  The  deed  was  almost 
always  sustained  where  one  of  the  i^-itnesses  deponed  against  his 
attestation,  and  the  other  was  dead  (/),  or  not  adduced  (m).  A 
fortiori,  this  was  done  where  the  second  vnitness  supported  the 
deed  (w),  or  where  the  repudiating  witness  was  contradicted  by 
other  evidence  (o). 

§  914!  These  principles  seem  to  have  been  disregarded  in  an 
old  decision  (p),  where  the  deed — a  will,  rational  in  it«  bequests — 
had  been  executed  notarially.  Both  of  the  notaries  and  the  four 
instrumentary  witnesses  swore  to  having  heard  the  deed  read  over, 
the  notaries  stating,  also,  that  the  deceased  said  she  was  pleased 
with  it.  The  notaries  and  a  bystander  distinctly  deponed  that  au- 
thority to  sign  had  been  given  by  the  testator,  both  verbally  and 
by  touching  the  notaries'  pens  ;  and  one  of  the  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses saw  her  deliver  the  pen  to  the  notaries,  but,  having  been 
some  distance  from  the  bed  where  she  lay,  did  not  hear  her  speak. 
The  other  three  witnesses  heard  the  notaries  ask  the  deceased  if 
she  could  write  ;  and  they  put  their  names  to  the  deed,  believing  it 
to  be  her  testament ;  but  they  distinctly  swore  that  they  did  not 
hear  her  answer  the  notaries'  question,  or  hear  or  see  her  give  them 
authority  to  sign,  either  verbally  or  by  touching  their  pens.  There 
was  also  proof  of  her  having  afterwards  spoken  of  the  document  as 
her  will.  On  the  w^hole  evidence  the  Court  reduced  the  will.  "  It 
was  observed  on  the  bench  non  deficit  Jus  sedprobatio.  In  the  case 
of  notaries  the  greatest  strictness  ought  to  be  observed,  and  they 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  dispense  with  any  part  of  the  forms." 
The  author  of  several  learned  treatises  on  conveyancing  (r)  serious- 
ly questions  this  decision,  and  states  that  he  "was  authorised  by 
the  opinions  of  the  Court  to  say  it  was  ill  decided  " ;  and  that,  if  it 
had  been  properly  argued,  the  result  would  have  been  diflFerent. 

(k)  Goodie  v.  Buchan,  1823,  2  S.,  432.  See,  in  support  of  this  yiew,  opinioiis  in 
Cleland  v.  Cleland,  1838,  1  D.,  254.  (/)  Sibbald  v.  Sibbald,  1776,  M.,  16,906 

— Gibson  v.  Kennedy,  1813,  Hume  D.,  160 — BeU  on  Testing  Deeds,  273.  See  contra, 
Stevenson  v.  Stevenson,  1682,  M.,  16,886,  which  is  very  meagcrly  reported. 

(m)  See  Stewart  v.  Kirkhill,  1672,  M.,  12,664— Tennant  v.  Tennant,  1676,  M., 
12,667,  noticed  above,  i  909  (c).  (n)  Henderson  v.  Monteith,  1678,  M.,  11,662; 

12,669 :  8  B.  Sup.,  242,  S.  G.  But  se^  Gommissary  of  Glasgow  v.  Nimmo,  1673,  M., 
12,661,  where  the  Gourt  in  the  special  circumstances  held  the  deed  null,  but  assoilzied 
from  the  conclusion  of  forgery.    There  was  other  evidence.  (o)  Henderson  v. 

Monteith,  tupra — Frank  v,  Frank,  supra  (a) — Bell  on  Testing  Deeds,  272 — Farmers  v. 
Myles,  1760,  M.,  16,849.     See  also  Richardson  ».  Newton,  28th  Feb.  1811,  F.  G. 

(p)  Farmers  v.  Myles,  26th  June  1760,  F.  C.,  and  session  papers  (^Arniston  Goll., 
vol.  6,  No.  12,  Advocates'  Library).  (r)  Bell  on  Testing  Deeds,  241,  244. 
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§  915.  Dead  witnesses  are  presumed  to  depone  in  support  of 
tbeir  attestations ;  but  this  ought  not  to  be  held  as  a  full  contradic- 
tion of  a  surviving  witness  who  depones  negative  (s). 

§  916.  When  the  case  occurs  before  a  jury  (t),  if  the  only  evi- 
dence against  the  deed  is  one  of  the  instrumentary  witnesses,  the 
presiding  judge  will  have  to  direct  the  jury  in  point  of  law  to  find 
the  objections  not  proved ;  because  the  evidence  of  one  witness  un- 
corroborated, is,  in  point  of  law,  insufficient  proof  on  any  issue  (u). 
Where  there  is  corroborating  evidence,  or  where  both  instrumen- 
tary witnesses  depone  against  the  deed,  the  case  will  go  to  the  jury 
under  a  direction  as  to  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses  and  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  {x),^ 

§  917.  As  such  questions  usually  require  a  balancing  of  doubt- 
ful and  contradictory  evidence,  in  which  a  great  deal  depends  on  the 
appearance  and  manner  of  the  witnesses  examined,  and  on  general 
impressions  of  credibility  which  cannot  be  conveyed  by  a  written 
proof,  they  are  more  likely  to  be  correctly  decided  by  a  jury,  or  by 
a  judge  hearing  the  evidence  in  person,  than  by  the  Court  reading 
depositions  taken  on  commission,  or  printed  notes  of  evidence  led 
at  a  trial.  Accordingly,  if  the  proof  is  sufficient  in  point  of  law 
to  entitle  the  jury  to  entertain  it,  their  verdict  will  stand,  unless  on 


(«)  Eisk.,  4,  4,  70 ;  remarking  on  Stair,  4,  20,  28.  (t)  In  the  Court  of 

Session  such  cases  usually  go  to  a  jury.  In  inferior  courts  (where  they  seldom  occur^ 
a  record  is  made  up  on  the  point  by  articles  improbatory  and  approbatory. 

(u)  Cleland  v.  Gleland,  1887  (1st  trial),  15  S.,  1246.  From  this  case  it  appears  that 
if  the  judge,  while  directing  the  jury  that  they  may  find  against  the  deed,  provided  they 
believe  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses  deponing  against  it,  does  not  also  point  out 
the  necessity  for  that  evidence  being  corroborated  in  their  judgment,  the  Court  will 
grant  a  new  trial ;  because  the  judge's  charge  left  the  jury  to  find  against  the  deed  on 
the  evidence  of  one  witness  uncorroborated. 

(x)  In  Harkness  v.  Harkness,  1821,  2  Mur.,  558,  where  the  proof  against  the  deed 
confiisted  of  one  instrumentary  witness  corroborated  by  facts  and  circumstances,  the 
jury  found  that  the  signature  was  not  genuine.  In  Cleland  v.  Cleland  (2d  trial),  1888, 
1  D.,  254,  both  witnesses  deponed  against  the  deed,  yet  the  verdict  sustained  it.  In 
E.  Fife  V,  E.  Fife's  Trs.,  1825,  8  Mur.,  504 ;  4  S.,  885 ;  affd.,  2  W.  S.,  166  ;  where  both 
witnesses  deponed  that  one  of  them  had  not  seen  the  granter  subscribe  or  heard  him 
acknowledge  his  subscription,  and  their  evidence  was  corroborated  by  circumstances, 
the  yerdict  was  against  the  deed,  which  had  unquestionably  been  signed  by  the  granter. 
In  Graham  v.  Johnstone,  1888,  Macf.  R.,  140,  also,  the  jury  gave  effect  to  the  witnesses' 
depositions  which  were  corroborated  by  evidence  of  handwriting  adduced  to  support  an 
allegation  of  forgery. 


*  Morrison  v.  Maclean's  Trustees,  supra,  §  911,  note  i. 
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a  motion  for  a  new  trial  the  Court  consider  it  to  be  clearly  against 
evidence  (y). 

§  918.  Besides  the  direct  evidence  which  has  thus  been  noticed, 
proof  in  improbation  of  deeds  usually  embraces  evidence  of  hand- 
writing. This  may  be  derived  either  (lat)  from  witnesses  who 
have  become  familiar  with  the  handwriting  of  the  person  alleged 
to  have  written  or  signed  the  deed ;  or  (2cZ)  from  comparison  of 
that  document  with  his  genuine  writings, — such  comparison  being 
made  by  the  judge  or  jury  trying  the  case,  or  by  skilled  witnesses 
examined  before  them. 

§  919.  The  first  of  these  kinds  of  proof  is  competent  in  all  causes, 
civil  («)  or  criminal  (a),  where  the  genuineness  of  a  document  is  in 
issue  ;  and  for  the  obvious  reason,  that  every  educated  and  intelli- 
gent person  can  recognise  with  more  or  less  confidence  specimens 
of  handwriting  with  which  he  is  familiar.  Most  people  can  thus  not 
only  identify  writings  with  marked  peculiarities,  but  can  recognise 
those  less  manifest  characteristics  which  distinguish  one  persons 
handwriting  from  others  which  resemble  it,  and  from  forgeries. 
Imitations  of  handwritings,  indeed,  rarely  escape  detection  by  an 
eye  which  is  familiar  with  the  party's  autograph ;  for  they  usually 
bear  marks  of  constraint,  of  having  been  written  in  fragments,  and 
been  repeatedly  gone  over  or  "  painted,"  which  contrast  with  the 
freedom  and  fluency  of  genuine  writings.  This  identification  of 
handwriting  does  not  arise  from  a  critical  examination  of  the  indi- 
vidual letters,  but  rather  from  a  general  impression  derived  from 
the  writing  as  a  whole.  It  resembles  the  recognition  of  a  friend 
from  a  momentary  glance  at  his  face,  without  precisely  observing 
his  features  (6) ;  and  it  is  subject,  in  even  a  greater  measure,  to  de- 
grees of  trustworthiness  and  risk  of  mistake.  Its  value,  therefore, 
varies  with  the  intelligence  of  the  witnesses,  and  their  opportunities 
for  having  become  familiar  with  the  genuine  handwriting  of  the 
individual  concerned.  And  as  illness,  strange  dress,  or  unusual  at- 
titude, and  the  like,  cause  mistakes  in  identifying  an  individual ;  so 
a  bad  pen,  or  rough  paper,  a  shaking  hand,  hurry,  and  many  other 

(y)  So  held  in  Cleland  v.  Clcland,  mpra^  where  the  jury  in  the  second  trial  found 
in  fayour  of  the  deed,  and  the  Court  refused  a  motion  for  a  third  trial ;  although  the 
first  jury  (16  S.,  1246)  had  found  against  the  deed  upon  weaker  proof  of  improbation. 

(«)  Stair.  4,  20,  24— Ersk.,  4,  4,  71— Tait.,  Ev.,  148.  (a)  2  Hum©,  896— 

Burnett,  660.  (5)  This  remark  has  been  often  made,  as  in  Paul  v.  Harper, 

1832,  10  S.,  491,  per  Lord  Chief  Commissioner;  and  in  TumbuU  v,  Doods,  1S44,  6  D., 
902,  per  I^ord  Mackenzie. 
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things,  change  the  appearance  of  a  person's  handwriting.  There  are 
also  resemblances  in  handwritings,  especially  among  pupils  of  the 
same  writing-master,  and  clerks  trained  in  the  same  office ;  as  there 
are  likenesses  among  members  of  the  same  family,  and  occasionally 
between  persons  not  related. 

§  920.  Much  caution  and  discrimination,  therefore,  is  required 
in  weighing  this  kind  of  evidence.  It  ought  never  to  be  regarded 
as  full  proof  for  the  Crown  in  criminal  trials  (c) ;  and  even  in  civil 
cases  corroborative  evidence  should  be  required,  unless  the  proof  of 
handwriting  is  so  full  and  clear  as  to  shift  the  onvs  prohandi.  Con- 
tradictory evidence  of  this  kind,  also,  is  frequent ;  the  opposite  sets 
of  witnesses  speaking  with  confidence,  and  apparently  from  equally 
sufficient  data  {d). 

§  921.  The  ground  of  the  witnesses'  opinion  is  therefore  an  im- 
portant element  in  estimating  their  evidence.  That  which  is  least 
subject  to  error  is  having  frequently  seen  the  person  write.  Similar 
to  this,  and  in  general  equally  satisfactory,  is  having  often  seen  spe- 
cimens of  his  handwriting,  which  he  has  acted  upon  or  recognised 
as  genuine,  or  which  have  occurred  in  the  course  of  a  correspondence 
carried  on  upon  the  footing  of  his  letters  being  authentic.  There  is, 
however,  no  rule  of  law  defining  a  certain  amount  of  acquaintance 
with  the  handwriting  as  indispensable;  but  the  opinion  of  each  wit- 
ness goes  to  the  jury  along  with  the  data  on  which  it  has  been 
formed  (c).    At  the  same  time,  the  genuineness  of  the  writings  upon 


(e)  2  Hume,  896— Tait  Ev.,  142.  In  Algernon  Sidney's  trial,  the  infamous  Jeffries 
directed  the  jury  that  the  evidence  of  three  witnesses  acquainted  with  the  prisoner's 
handwriting  was  full  and  satisfactory  proof.  But  the  act  reversing  his  attainder  pro- 
ceeds on  the  preamhle  that  he  was  convicted  "  without  sufficient  legal  evidence ;"  there 
having  been  found  in  his  closet  a  paper  which  '*  was  not  proved  by  the  testimony  of  any 
one  witness  to  be  written  by  him,  but  the  jury  were  directed  to  believe  it  by  comparing 
it  with  other  writings"  of  his ;  9  State  Tr.,  864. 

(d)  As  in  Buchanan  v,  Buchanan,  1810,  Buchanan's  Rep.,  88 — Tumbull  v.  Doods, 
1844, 6  D.,  897— Anderson  v.  Gill,  1860,  22  Sc.  Jur.,  478 ;  aff.,  8  Macq.,  180.  In  the  trial 
of  Justice  Johnstone,  1806,  29  State  Tr.,  414,  there  were  four  witnesses  on  this  point  for 
the  Crown,  and  five  for  the  prisoner ;  and  in  Bishop  Atterbury's  trial  for  publishing 
Ubellous  letters  (1723, 16  ib.,  610,  628,  626),  the  number  of  witnesses  on  each  side  was 
three ;  and  those  adduced  for  the  prisoner  seemed  to  have  the  better  means  of  know- 
ledge. There  was  circumstantial  evidence  of  guilt,  and  the  House  of  Lords  found  for 
the  prosecution.  But  forty  peers  dissented,  on  the  ground  {inter  alia)  that  the  hand- 
writing had  not  been  proved.    See  §  921  (h), 

(e)  In  England,  the  opinion  which  a  witness  had  formed  from  one  previous  docu- 
ment proved  to  be  genuine  was  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury ;  Burr  v.  Har|)er,  1816,  Holt's 
N.  P.  Ca.,  420;  2  Phil.,  261.  Evans,  in  his  translation  of  Pothier  (vol.  ii,  p.  186),  men- 
tions a  case  which  occurred  at  Lancaster  assizes  in  1799,  where  a  judge  went  the  length 
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which  the  opinion  is  founded  must  be  undoubted.  Thus,  to  prove 
the  handwriting  of  a  member  of  Parliament,  the  testimony  of  an 
inspector  of  franks  in  the  post-office,  who  had  never  had  occasion 
to  apply  to  him  to  verify  his  signature,  was  rejected  in  an  English 
case  (/).  And  where  the  question  related  to  the  handwriting  in 
a  certain  book,  it  was  held  not  to  be  enough  that  the  witness  had 
compared  it  with  the  will  of  the  alleged  writer,  which  lay  in  Doc- 
tor's Commons,  and  was  supposed  to  be  holograph;  because  the 
genuineness  of  that  document  was  not  admitted  or  proved  {g). 
But  in  a  trial  before  the  House  of  Lords  for  publishing  four  hbel- 
lous  letters,  said  to  have  been  written  by  the  defendant's  secretary, 
the  handwriting  was  allowed  to  be  proved  by  three  clerks  in  the 
post-office,  who  had  opened  and  copied  three  of  the  letters  before 
forwarding  them  to  their  destinations,  and  who  swore  that  these 
were  in  the  same  handwriting  as  the  fourth,  which  was  proved  to 
have  been  written  by  the  secretary  (A). 

§  922.  The  other  test  .of  genuineness  of  handwriting  by  compa- 
rison of  the  writing  in  issue  with  genuine  writings  of  the  party — the 
comparison  being  made  by  persons  previously  unacquainted  with 
the  party's  handwriting,  and  with  a  view  to  the  individual  trial — ^is 
competent  both  in  civil  and  criminal  causes  (i). 

§  923.  It  may  be  made  by  the  Court  in  cases  where  they  decide 
without  a  jury  (k) ;  and  by  the  jury  both  in  civil  (T)  and  crimi- 

of  admitting  an  attorney  who  swore  to  a  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party's  handwriting 
from  haying  once  looked  over  his  shoulder  when  writing  a  letter  in  an  alehouse.  Bat 
the  judge  '*  made  some  ohservations  on  the  evidence  which  decided  the  fate  of  its  cro- 
dihility."  (/)  Batchellor  v.  Honeywood,  1799,  2  Esp.,  714. 

(^)  Randolph  v,  Gbrdon,  1818,  6  Price,  812.  (A)  Bishop  Atterbury's  case, 

1723,  16  State  Tr.,  510,  623,  626  ;  tupra  (d).  (i)  Stair,  4,  20,  24— Erak.  4. 

4,  71—2  Hume,  896— Burnett,  660— Tait  Ev.,  142. 

(k)  This  was  done  by  the  Court  of  Session  before  the  introduction  of  civil  jury  trials ; 
Anderson  v.  Johnston,  1672,  M.,  12,660— Gaw  v.  Weems,  1676,  M.,  16,929— E.  Eglin- 
ton  V.  Durham,  1706,  M.,  12,670— and  recently  in  Anderson  v.  Gill,  1860,  22  Sc.  Jur., 
478.  In  modem  practice  the  comparison  is  often  made  by  the  Court  in  suspensions  in 
the  Bill  Chamber  on  the  ground  of  forgery.  Thus  in  M'Arthur  v.  Paterson,  1825,  8  S., 
607— Bruce  r.  Borthwick,  1827,  6  S.,  617— Paterson  v.  Mitchell,  1826.  6  S.,  48— Rbss 
V.  Baxter.  1828,  6  S.,  476— Wilson  v.  Mitchell,  1827,  6  S.,  818— Eraser  v.  Thomson, 
1827,  6  S.,  823— and  Koss  v.  Miller,  1831,  10  S.,  95,  suspension  was  granted  without 
caution  on  the  comparcUio  Uterarumy  except  in  Ross  v,  Baxter,  where  caution  was  offered. 
In  Troup  v.  Rigg,  1838,  1  D.,  866,  suspension  was  granted  without  caution,  the  circum- 
stance as  well  as  the  comparison  proving  forgery.  In  Paterson  r.  Eccles,  1822, 1  S., 
660,  and  Wylie  v.  Brand,  1886,  14  S.,  663,  suspension,  on  the  ground  of  forgery,  was 
refused  after  a  comparison.  See  also  Cameron  v.  Eraser  &  Co.,  1880,  9  S.,  141.  On  the 
great  value  which  this  inspection  may  be  entitled  to,  see  the  remarks  of  Lords  Ch. 
Eldon  and  Redefldale  in  Duff  v.  E.  of  Fife,  1828,  1  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  612,  620. 

{V)  Hepburn  v.  Cowan,  1817,  1  Mur.,  264— Melville  v.  Crichton,  1820,  2  ib.,  293- 
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nal  (m)  trials;  a  practice  which  is  also  followed  in  £ngland  (n). 
The  judge,  however,  generally  cautions  the  jury  not  to  rest  their 
verdict  on  a  comparison  so  made  by  themselves ;  which  is,  useful  as 
testing  the  evidence  of  witnesses  to  the  handwriting,  rather  than  as 
a  substantive  branch  of  the  proof  (o).  In  a  late  trial  of  an  issue  of 
forgery,  the  presiding  judge  allowed  the  jury  to  inspect  the  docu- 
ments in  the  jury-box,  but  not  to  take  them  to  their  retiring 
room  {p).  Where  the  jury  on  a  first  trial  inspected  the  docu- 
ments, the  Court,  in  considering  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  the  verdict  being  against  the  evidence,  will  take  the 
same  course,  in  order  that  they  may  see  the  case  as  it  was  proved 
before  the  jury  (g). 

§  924.  Under  this  practice  the  judge  or  jury  may  form  their 
opinions  on  grounds  which  have  not  been  adverted  to  in  the  argu- 
ment, and  which  the  party  to  whom  they  are  unfavourable  might 
have  shown  to  be  fallacious,  if  he  had  anticipated  that  they  would 
be  regarded  as  important.  On  this  account  the  Justiciary  Com-t 
has  on  two  occasions  withheld  the  documents  from  the  jury  (r). 


Lindsay  v.  Gilchriflt,  1822,  8  ib.,  108— Paul  v.  Harper,  1882,  10  S.,  488— Biyson  v, 
Crawford,  1884,  12  S.,  987— M'DowaU  v.  GampbeU,  1888,  Macf.  R.,  100— Qellatley  v, 
Jones,  1861,  18  D.,  961— Macf.  Pr.,  226. 

• 

(m)  Paul  v.  Harper,  10  S.,  494,  per  L.  Meadowbank — 1  Alison  Grim.  Law,  418.  It 
is  nnderstood  that  of  late  this  practice  has  been  less  frequent.  Lord  Justice-Clerk  Hope 
-was  understood  to  disapprove  of  it 

(n)  2  Phillips,  256— Taylor,  1221. 

(o)  See  the  following  cases  above  noted  (t).  In  Gtellatley  v.  Jones  (forgery).  Lord 
President  Boyle  cautioned  the  jury  "  not  to  found  their  verdict  on  a  comparison  of  the 
handwriting,  but  upon  the  evidence  they  had  heard."  In  Lindsay  v.  Gilchrist  (forgery), 
the  Lord  Chief-Commissioner,  in  allowing  the  jury  to  look  at  the  genuine  documents 
and  those  in  issue,  said,  *'  but  the  jurors  ought  in  all  cases  to  act  upon  evidence,  and  it 
would  be  very  dangerous  were  they  to  judge  whether  the  documents  are  forged  or  not. 

Ton  wiU  look  at  the  biUs,  not  to  judge  by  your  skill  in  handwriting,  but. 

to  see  whether  the  witnesses  properly  describe  the  dissimilarity.**  His  Lordship's 
charge  in  MelviUe  v.  Crichton  was  substantially  the  same,  although  not  so  copious.  In 
Bryson  v.  Crawford  Lord  President  Hope  said,  if  the  comparison  tends  "  to  satisfy  you 
that  the  signatures  in  issue  are  written  by  the  same  person  who  wrote  the  genuine  sub- 
scriptions, this  is  a  piece  of  real  evidence  corroborative  of  the  deposition  of  Christie  ;*'  a 
witness  acquainted  with  the  handwriting.  In  Paul  v.  Harper,  Lord  Meadowbank  said 
{pbiUr),  in  criminal  cases  "  it  is  the  estabUshed  practice  to  have  the  documents  handed 
about  for  judges  and  jury  to  use  their  own  eyes  and  form  their  own  opinion  from  in- 
speotion.  I  do  not  pretend  to  say  whether  this  be  expedient  or  not."  In  Macdowall  v. 
Campbell  the  same  judge  aUowed  the  jury  to  look  at  the  deed  in  issue,  in  order  to  se^ 
whether  the  signatures  were  like  those  of  a  person  almost  entirely  unable  to  write. 

(p)  GeUatiey  v,  Jones,  1861,  18  D.,  961.  {q)  Paul  v.  Harper,  1882,  10  S., 

488.  (r)  Robertson,  1849,  J.  Shaw,  186— M'Gale,  1849,  ib.,  194. 

VOL.  I.  2  X 
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But  it  is  understood  that  the  practice  on  the  point  is  far  from  being 
uniform. 

§  925. .  It  is  competent  in  Scotland,  both  in  ciyil  («)  and  crimi- 
nal {t)  cases,  to  adduce  engravers,  writing-masters,  bankers'  clerks, 
and  other  persons  whose  attention  is  commonly  directed  to  the  exa- 
mination of  handwritings,  and  who  have  compared  the  writing  in 
issue  with  genuine  documents  written  or  signed  by  the  party.  But 
the  value  of  this  evidence  is  very  small ;  for,  besides  being  subject 
to  the  same  defects  as  the  opinions  of  persons  speaking  from  pre- 
vious familiar  knowledge,  it  arises  from  a  forced  acquaintance  with 
the  handwriting,  derived  from  a  few,  often  from  selected,  speci- 
mens ;  while  the  examination  is  made  solely  with  a  view  to  giving 
evidence  in  favour  of  the  party  to  whom  the  witness  looks  for  re- 
muneration {u).  When  one  is  subject  to  such  biassing  influences, 
his  evidence  on  a  matter  of  opinion  deserves  but  little  credit ;  for 
even  with  an  honest  witness  the  wish  is  apt  to  be  father  to  the 
thought.  This  class  of  witnesses,  accordingly,  can  generaUy  be  got 
to  swear  on  either  side  of  the  case,  in  equal  numbers,  and  with 
equal  confidence  (x);  indeed  they  very  seldom  refuse  to  give  evi- 
dence for  the  party  who  first  apphes  to  them.  It  has  been  said 
that  their  chief  use  is  to  indicate  those  points  to  which  the  judge 
or  jury  should  direct  their  attention,  in  comparing  the  writing  in 


(«)  Ersk.,  4,  4,  71— Tait  Ev.,  142— Gases  in  foUowing  notes. 

(t)  2  Hume,  895—1  Al.  Grim.  Law,  411— Harvey,  1885,  BeU'a  Notes,  61— Hnntere, 
1888,  ib.,  61 ;  2  Swin.,  14,  S.  G.— Eraser  and  Wright,  1885,  BeU*8  Notes,  61. 

(«)  In  Tumbull  v.  Doods,  1844,  6  D.,  901,  Lord  President  Boyle,  after  a  judicial  ex- 
perience of  more  than  thirty  years,  said,—"  As  to  the  handwriting,  a  set  of  engrayen 
have  been  examined  on  both  sides,  to  whose  testimony  I  pay  very  little  attention,  as 
their  opinion  is  very  little  to  be  depended  on.  In  this,  as  in  all  other  cases,  they  take 
different  sides.  It  seems  to  be  part  of  their  profession  to  take  different  sides.  I  have 
sat  in  many  cases,  both  civil  and  criminal,  where  the  most  respectable  engravers  gave 
the  most  opposite  opinions.  Theirs  is  a  sort  of  evidence  from  which  no  safe  conclusion 
can  be  drawn."  In  the  same  case,  Lord  Mackenzie  said,  "  In  almost  all  conntries  the 
evidence  of  persons  of  skill  is  almost  totally  abandoned  on  this  subject."  In  Greig  v. 
Glark,  1829,  7  S.,  778,  Lord  Balgray  observed,  "  It  is  very  dangerous  evidence  te  rest 
on."  In  Hunters,  tupra^  where  three  engravers  concurred  in  holding  that  certain  docu- 
ments were  in  the  prisoner's  handwriting,  Lord  Moncreiff  termed  the  opinions  of  such 
persons  "  the  worst  possible  species  of  evidence ;"  and  the  presiding  judge  (Loid  Just- 
01.  Boyle)  told  the  jury,  that  to  himself  and  his  brethren  on  the  bench  the  evidence  ap- 
peared deficient.    The  jury  found  that  part  of  the  charge  **  not  proven." 

(z)  See,  for  example  (from  among  many  cases  where  this  has  occurred),  Buchansn 
9.  Buchanan,  1810,  Buchanan's  Kep.,  89— Eraser  v,  Wilson,  1842,  4  D.,  1171— See, 
also,  per  Lord  President  Boyle  in  Tumbull  v.  Doods,  tupra;  and  per  Lord  Meadowbank 
in  M'DowaU  tr.  GampbeU,  1828,  Macf.  R.,  100— Macf.  Pr.,  226. 
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issue  with  gentdne  documents  (y).  The  Court  has  approved  of  the 
parties  agreeing  to  dispense  with  this  kind  of  evidence  («) ;  and  it 
is  believed  that  now-a-days  there  are  few  juries  and  fewer  judges 
who  would  be  influenced  by  it. 

This  mode  of  proving  handwriting  is  inadmissible  in  Eng- 
land (a),  except  for  the  purpose  of  showing  whether  the  document 
in  issue  is  written  in  an  imitative  style  (6).  The  exclusion  has 
been  disapproved  of  by  several  text  writers  (c). 

I  926.  Persons  of  skill,  instead  of  being  adduced  as  witnesses 
for  either  party,  sometimes  give  their  opinions  imder  a  remit  from 
the  Court.  Being  free  from  the  biassing  influences  above  adverted 
to,  and  being  the  results  of  deliberate  and  recent  comparison  by 
skilful  eyes,  these  opinions  sometimes  carry  considerable  weight  in 
questions  of  handwriting.  Such  remits  are  common  in  the  Court 
of  Session  and  Bill  Chamber,  when  the  case  is  not  tried  by  a  jury  (d). 
They  are  not -used  in  jury  trials. 

§  927.  With  regard  to  the  documents  tendered  as  genuine  for 
the  purpose  of  comparison,  the  rule  is  that  they  must  be  dated  be- 
fore the  one  in  issue,  where  they  are  in  the  handwriting  of  the  per- 
son leading  the  proof,  or  some  one  with  whom  he  is  in  concert ; 
otherwise  documents  might  be  prepared  for  the  purpose  of  compari- 
son (e).  But  the  opposite  party  is  not  so  restricted  (/).  It  is 
thought  that  documents  collateral  to  the  issue  should  not  be  re- 
ceived merely  for  this  purpose,  unless  their  genuineness  is  ad- 
mitted ;  because  a  fair  selection  of  them  cannot  be  expected ;  and 
as  each  must  be  proved  to  be  genuine  before  the  comparison  of  it 
with  the  document  in  issue  can  proceed,  a  number  of  collateral 
trials  would  be  required,  which  would  tend  to  perplex  the  jury  on 
the  main  question  (gr).  Fac-similes  of  handwriting  are  also  inad- 
missible for  the  purpose  of  comparison  ;  because,  being  made  piece- 
mealy  they  are  apt  to  want  the  freedom  and  fluency  of  geDuine 
writings ;  and  it  is  absurd  to  use  a  fabricated  document  as  a  test 


(y)  Per  Lord  Meadowbank  in  M*Dowall  v.  Campbell,  tupra — Per  Lord  Mackenzie  in 
Txumbnll  v,  Doods,  mpra,  {z)  M'Dowall  v.  Wighion,  1880,  5  Mur.,  111. 

(a)  2. Phil.,  254;  266— Taylor,  1213-2  Evan's  Pothiei,  184-1  Greenl.,  701. 

(b)  Phil.,  mpra.  (c)  Taylor,  jt^ro — 2  Evan^s  Pothier,  185. 

(d)  As  in  Henderson  v,  M*Artney,  1828,  6  S.,  460— Wilson  ».  Hart,  1826,  4  S.,  604 
— Case  of  Humphreys  (aoi-duant  Earl  of  Stirling)  in  Court  of  Session,  1888,  noted  in 
Swin.  Report  of  the  triid,  p.  168.  As  to  how  far  the  report  of  the  person  remitted  to  is 
condnsive,  see  wrfra,  {  2000.  (e)  Cameron  v.  Fraser  &  Co.,  1880,  9  S.,  141— 

Row  V.  Waddell,  1887,  16  S.,  1219.  (/)  Fraser  v.  Wight,  1888,  Bell's  Notes.  6L 

(^)  See  2  PhiU.,  261— Taylor,  1218—1  Greenl..  701. 

2n2 


562  IMPROBATION  OF  DEEDS.  §  927- 

whether  another  document  is  genuine  (h).  Lithographic  fac-^imiles 
are  sometimes  used  of  consent ;  but  even  this  has  been  considered 
incompetent  (t). 

§  928.  Besides  the  evidence  of  handwriting,  all  other  relevant 
circumstances  are  admissible  in  questions  of  improbation.  Thus 
regard  has  been  had  to  the  facts  that  the  drawer  of  a  bill  challenged 
as  forged,  was  a  notorious  forger  {k)  ;  and  that  the  acceptor's  name 
had  been  forged  to  other  bills  under  nearly  the  same  circumstances 
as  the  one  in  issue  (J),  So  in  a  civil  trial  of  forgery  of  the  accep- 
tor's name  to  a  bill,  proof  was  received  that  the  signature  of  a  co- 
acceptor  was  not  genuine  (m).  There  may  also  be  proof  of  alibi, 
to  show  that  the  alleged  granter  could  not  have  subscribed  the  do- 
cument at  tlie  time  and  place  set  forth  in  it  (n). 

§  929.  Fabrication  of  a  deed  is  sometimes  proved  by  its  pre- 
tended date  being  subsequent  to  that  of  the  government  stamp,  or 
water-mark,  on  the  paper  upon  which  it  is  written,  or  by  its  being 
on  a  kind  of  paper  the  manufacture  of  which  was  not  introduced 
till  after  the  date  which  the  deed  bears  (o).  The  paper  mark,  how- 
ever, is  by  no  means  a  sure  test ;  for  it  is  customary  among  manu- 
facturers both  to  post-date  and  ante-date  their  paper  moulds  (p  ). 
A  striking  instance  of  forgery  detected  by  anachronisms  has  been 
given  in  noticing  the  trial  of  Himiphreys  for  forging  writings  in 
support  of  his  claim  to  the  Earldom  of  Stirling  (r).     In  another 

(A)  £.  Fife  V.  Fife's  Tr^  1816, 1  Mar.,  108— Kingau  v.  Watson,  1828,  4  Mar.,  494. 

(i)  Per  L.  Gh.  Commissioner  in  £.  Fife  v.  E.  Fife's  Tr.,  a^fra. 

(k)  Milne  v,  Littlejohn,  1888,  1  D.,  137.  (l)  Tronp  v.  Bcgg,  1888,  1  D.,  866. 

(m)  GeUatley  v.  Jones,  1861,  13  D.,  961.  (n)  See  Ersk.,  4,  4,  71— In  E. 

EgUnton  v.  Durham,  1706,  M.,  12,670,  where  it  was  only  proved  that  the  party  had 
been  seventeen  miles  away,  the  deed  was  sustained.  (o)  See  Miller  v.  Eraser, 

1826,  4  Mur.,  118 ;  4  S.,  661.  (/>)  In  Rodger  v.  Kay,  1884,  12  S.,  817,  the  de- 

fender adduced  two  persons  who  believed  they  were  the  only  makere  of  paper  moulds 
in  Scotland,  and  who  stated  "  that  it  was  not  uncommon  in  practice,  in  m inking  a  mould 
as  late  as  November  in  one  year  to  give  it  the  date  of  the  ensuing  year,  or  to  post-date 
or  ante-date  the  mould,  or  to  affix  the  words  *  London '  or  '  Bath  *  to  moulds  made  to  be 
used  in  Scotland."  One  of  them  was  at  the  time  of  his  examination  (in  1834)  making 
moulds  with  the  date  1828,  under  a  special  order.     See  also  Miller  v,  Fraser,  tapfv. 

(r)  This  case  is  fully  noted  wpra,  {  289.  In  Miss  Edgeworth's  tale  of  "  Patronage," 
the  denouement  is  founded  on  a  will  being  discovered  to  be  false  by  the  counsel  having, 
as  a  last  resource,  requested  that  the  seal  might  be  broken ;  whereupon  the  wax  was 
found  to  contain  a  copper  coin  later  in  date  than  the  pretended  deed.  In  noticing  this 
curious  piece  of  real  evidence,  Bfr  Dumont  (Abridg.  of  Benth.  Ev.,  p.  186)  says^  ^  I 
have  been  told  by  the  writer  of  the  tale,  that  this  denouement,  which  has  been  blamed 
as  improbable,  was  taken  from  a  real  fact,  and  the  anecdote  had  been  preserved  in  her 
own  family,  which  had  particular  reasons  for  remembering  it.'* 
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case  the  date  of  an  assignation  to  a  bond  and  relative  decree  was 
proved  to  be  false,  by  the  fact  that  the  decree  was  dated  four  months 
posterior  to  it  («).  The  same  kind  of  proof  was  adduced  in  the 
English  case  of  Lady  Ivy  (t).  Two  deeds  were  there  founded  on 
by  the  defendant,  bearing  to  be  dated  in  the  second  and  third 
years  of  Philip  and  Mary,  "  King  and  Queen  of  England,  Spain, 
France,  both  Sicilies,  Jerusalem,  and  Ireland,  Defenders  of  the 
Faith,  Archdukes  of  Austria,  Dukes  of  Burgundy,  Milan,  and  Brar- 
bant.  Counts  of  Hapsburg,  Flanders,  and  TyrolL"  The  counsel  for 
the  plaintiJBT  objected  that  Philip  and  Mary  were  not  styled  King 
and  Queen  of  Spain,  and  of  both  the  Sicilies,  until  several  months 
after  the  pretended  dates  of  the  deeds ;  and  that  their  title  of  Arch- 
duke of  Burgundy  had  never  been  put  before  that  of  Milan.  This 
objection  was  proved  by  the  statute-book  and  the  fines  of  the  Easter 
t«rm  following  the  pretended  dates  of  the  deeds,  which  showed  that 
the  old  style  had  then  been  used  in  the  public  records.  Several 
conveyances,  also  of  the  same  period,  were  all  in  the  old  style ;  and 
the  defendant  was  unable  to  meet  the  challenge  of  the  plaintiiBTs 
coimsel,  to  produce  a  single  genuine  deed  of  that  time  bearing  the 
titles  which  appeared  in  the  deeds  in  issue.  The  mode  in  which 
these  had  been  fabricated,  and  made  to  bear  the  appearance  of  age, 
was  also  proved  by  direct  evidence  (w),  which  reminds  one  of  the 
literary  frauds  of  Chatterton.  The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  thus 
determining  that  the  deeds  were  forged. 

§  930.  In  questions  as  to  the  authenticity  of  wills  there  is  fre- 
quently proof  of  the  terms  on  which  the  testator  lived  with  the 
persons  favoured  by  the  deed,  and  of  his  good  or  bad  feeling  towards 
his  next  of  kin.  Sometimes,  also,  the  ability  of  the  testator  to  have 
endured  the  fatigue  of  writing  several  pages  at  the  date  of  a  will 
bearing  to  be  holograph  is  in  evidence  ;  as  well  as  the  opportunities 

(t)  M'Math  V.  Oliphant,  1674,  M.,  12,666 ;  6788.  (0  Mossam  v.  Dame 

TheodoBia  Ivy,  1684,  10  State  Tr.,  665 ;  615. 

(u)  One  witness  stated,  *'  I  did  see  Mr  Dnffet  forge  and  counterfeit  seTeral  deeds 
for  my  Lady  Ivy.  .  .  .  For  the  making  of  the  outsides  look  old  and  dirty,  they  used 
to  rub  them  on  windows  that  were  very  dusty,  and  wear  them  in  their  pockets  to  crease 
them  for  some  weeks  together,  according  as  they  intended  to  use  them.  .  .  .  When 
they  had  been  rubbed  upon  the  window  it  was  used  to  lay  them  in  a  balcony,  or  any 
open  place  for  the  rain  to  come  upon  them  and  wet  them,  and  then  the  next  sunshine 
day  they  were  exposed  to  the  sun,  or  a  fire  made  to  dry  them  hastily,  that  they  might 
be  shrivelled."  Another  witness  identified  certain  bottles  as  having  contained  the  ink 
with  which  the  forged  deeds  had  been  written.  She  stated  that  the  person  who  wrote 
the  deeds  had  told  her  that  "  with  ink  out  of  these  bottles  he  could  make  new  written 
writings  look  like  old  ones  very  soon."     10  State  Tr.,  622,  3. 
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which  the  persons  founding  on  the  will  had  of  access  to  the  de- 
ceased's repositaries  (x).  And  the  subsequent  acts  of  the  granter 
of  a  deed  may  prove  its  genuineness ;  as  where  he  has  recognised 
it  as  valid  (y) ;  or  where  it  is  narrated  in  another  deed,  which  is 
admitted  or  proved  to  be  genuine  (2). 

§  931.  In  the  time  of  Lord  Stair  the  indirect  manner  of  impro- 
l)ation  by  comparison  of  handwritings,  Ac,  was  "  not  competent, 
while  the  direct  manner  was  competent "  (a).  Mr  Erskine  (6)  ob- 
serves, at  greater  length  but  less  decidedly,  "  As  a  direct  manner 
of  improbation  affords  a  full  and  strictly  legal  evidence,  whereas  in 
the  indirect  the  proof  is  merely  presumptive,  a  rule  has  thence 
arisen  (which,  however,  is  not  always  observed)  that  there  is  no 
place  for  the  indirect  so  long  as  the  direct  is  in  our  power."  Ac- 
cording to  Mr  Burnett  (c),  "  it  has  been  held  as  a  rule  that  when 
the  direct  mode  of  proof  can  be  resorted  to,  there  is  no  room  for  the 
indirect.  This  (he  says)  is  founded  on  the  maxim  that  the  best 
evidence  ought  in  every  case  to  be  brought.  This  rule,  however, 
has  not  always  been  adhered  to  in  the  proof  of  forgery.  It  has 
generally  been  left  more  as  a  matter  of  argument  to  the  jury,  than 
determined  in  the  first  instance  by  the  Court.''  Lord  Bankton  (d) 
lays  down  distinctly  that  the  old  rule,  which  required  the  direct 
proof  to  be  adduced  before  admitting  the  indirect,  has  been  aban- 
doned. He  says,  "  It  was  formerly  thought  that  the  indirect  man- 
ner was  not  competent  while  the  direct  manner  could  be  used,  the 
instrumentary  witnesses  being  alive ;  but  it  hath  been  since  found 
otherwise  (e).  This  happens  when  the  witnesses  insert  are  persons 
of  no  fame,  or  other  circumstances  concur  for  not  adducing  them." 
The  point  arose  in  a  recent  trial  on  an  issue,  whether  a  trust-settle- 
ment, bearing  to  have  been  regularly  subscribed  before  witnesses, 
was  forged.  Tlic  party  challenging  the  deed  tendered  evidence  of 
engravers,  without  having  previously  examined  the  instrumentary 
witnesses ;  whereupon  the  presiding  judge  (Lord  Justice-Clerk 
Hope)  observed  that  the  proper  course  was  to  commence  by  ex- 


(x)  See  illustrations  of  this  class  of  cases  in  Buchanan  v,  Buchanan,  1810,  Buchanan's 
Kep.,  88— Tumbull  v.  Doods,  1844,  6  D.,  896— Anderson  v.  Gill,  I860,  22  Sc.  Jur.,  478.3 

(y)  As  in  Thomson  v.  M.  Annandale,  1829,  7  S.,  305.  (2)  See  Duff  ©.  E. 

Fife,  1823,  1  Sh.  Ap.,  461,  per  L.  Ch.  Eldon.  (a)  Stair,  4,  20,  26. 

(b)  Erek.,  4,  4,  70.  (c)  Burnett  Crim.  Law,  661.  (rf)  Bankt.,  1,  10, 

280.  (e)  Citing  Newt.  Decis.,  49 ;  An.,  1683,  June  1728 ;  Innes,    This  case 

has  not  been  found  in  the  books. 


3  20  D.,  1326.     In  House  of  Lords,  1868,  2  Macq.,  180 ;  80  Sc.  Jur.,  497. 
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amining  these  persons ;  because  the  deed  being  put  in  by  the  pur- 
suer proved  itself,  and  he, must  begin  with  the  primary  evidence  on 
the  fact  of  its  execution.  His  Lordship  considered  that  as  one  of 
the  instrumentary  witnesses  had  been  called  as  a  defender  unneces- 
sarily, it  would,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  be  most  unjust 
and  dangerous  to  admit  the  evidence  of  engravers  in  the  first  in- 
stance. The  pursuer  having  thereupon  consented  to  a  verdict  in 
favour  of  the  witness  who  appeared  as  a  defender,  and  having  again 
tendered  engravers  without  adducing  either  of  the  instrumentary 
witnesses,  the  defender  objected  that  the  latter  should  first  be  called. 
The  learned  judge  "  thought  that  on  principle  the  objection  was 
sound ;  but  that  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  it  would  not  be 
prudent  to  apply  the  principle,  especially  after  having  secured  to 
the  defender  the  benefit  of  the  evidence  "  of  the  instrumentary  wit- 
ness who  had  previously  been  a  defender."  His  Lordship,  however, 
"  intimated  that  he  was  very  doubtful  whether  this  was  not  too 
great  a  relaxation  of  the  rules  of  evidence  in  favour  of  the  pur- 
suer" (/). 

§  932.  With  great  deference  to  the  opinion  thus  quoted,  it  is 
thought  that  the  rule  laid  down  by  Bankton,  and  supported  (as 
Burnett  states)  by  modern  practice,  is  Correct,  namely,  that  the 
party  challenging  a  deed  as  false  is  not  obliged  in  law"  to  adduce 
the  writer  or  instrumentary  witnesses,  and  that  their  absence  is 
only  a  matter  for  observation  to  the  jury  by  the  other  party.  The 
instrumentary  witnesses  may  have  been  accessory  to  the  fraud 
which  the  party  leading  the  proof  seeks  to  expose  ;  or  he  may  know 
that,  either  from  want  of  recollection  or  from  partiality  to  his  op- 
ponent, their  testimony  would  be  prejudicial  to  him.  Besides,  in 
most  cases  the  evidence  of  persons  against  the  authenticity  of  a 
deed  which  they  attest  is  open  to  grave  suspicion  (gr).  If,  then,  a 
party  challenging  a  deed  were  obliged  to  commence  with  examining 
the  instrumentary  witnesses,  he  would  often  have  first  to  disprove 
his  own  case,  and  then  to  lead  proof  in  contradiction  of  witnesses 
of  little  credibility,  whose  evidence  he  fully  expected  would  be  in 

(/)  Fraser  v,  Wilson,  1S42,  4  D.,  1171.  (This  case  does  not  seem  to  have  been  be- 
fore the  Court,  either  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  or  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.)  The  learned 
judge's  opinion  is  supported  by  an  old  case,  Monteith  v,  Henderson,  1677,  2  B.  Sup., 
219,  where  "  the  Lords  found  that  if  there  were  no  doubtfulness  in  the  improbation  by 
writer  and  witnesses,  there  was  no  room  for  the  indirect  manner ;"  but  admitted  the 
latter  on  account  of  the  direct  evidence  not  being  conclusive.  The  finding  in  this  case 
assumes  that  the  writer  and  instrumentary  witnesses  require  first  to  be  examined. 

(g)  Svpra,  \  911. 
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• 

favour  of  his  opponent.  This  mode  of  procedure  seems  to  he  hoth 
anomalous  and  unnecessary  ;  since  it  is  equally  in  the  power  of  the 
other  party  to  adduce  the  instrumentary  witnesses,  if  he  thinks  that 
their  evidence  ought  to  be  laid  before  the  jury.  Indeed,  it  may  lie 
taken  for  granted  that  when  one  party  does  not  adduce  them,  he 
anticipates  that  their  depositions  would  favour  his  adversary.  The 
rule  which  requires  the  best  evidence  seems  not  to  make  it  neces- 
sary for  the  pursuer  to  commence  by  examining  them ;  because,  as 
already  mentioned,  that  rule  does  not  exclude  evidence  from  one 
source  of  information,  merely  because  better  evidence  from  some 
other,  but  independent,  source  has  not  been  exhausted  (A). 

§  933.  Neither  principle  nor  practice  requires  persons  previous- 
ly acquainted  with  the  handwTritiug  in  issue  to  be  examined  before 
skilled  witnesses  speaking  to  a  comparaito  Itterarum, 

The  rules  as  to  examining  one  bank  oflScer  in  questions  of  for- 
gery of  the  handwriting  of  another  have  been  already  noticed  (t). 


CHAPTER  IX. — OF  THE  DELIVERY  OF  DEEDS. 

§  934.  Most  deeds  require  not  only  to  be  validly  executed,  but 
also  to  be  delivered  to  the  grantee  or  some  one  for  his  behoof;  be- 
cause so  long  as  a  deed  remains  in  the  granter's  custody  and  under 
his  control,  it  cannot  be  held  that  he  has  finally  resolved  to  be 
bound  by  it  (a).  The  rule  is  also  designed  for  protecting  credi- 
tors against  fraud  by  debtors  granting  latent  deeds  to  their  preju- 
dice (6). 

I.   What  Writings  require  to  be  delivered, 

§  935.  Delivery  is  indispensable  to  most  unilateral  deeds, 
whether  onerous  or  gratuitous  (c).  This  holds  with  peculiar  force 
as  to  bonds,  bills,  and  other  writings  of  personal  obligation ;  the 
possession  of  which  by  the  obligant  raises  the  double  presumption 
that  they  were  either  not  delivered,  or  were  returned  to  the  granter 
on  payment  or  discharge  {d  ).     So,  a  deed  of  discharge  undelivered 

(A)  See  supra,  §  76.  et  seq.  (t)  Supra,  §J  80,  81.  (a)  Erak., 

8,  2,  48—Bell'8  Pr.,  g  23— Tait  Ev.,  156.  (6)  Dishingtoune  ».  Di8hingi»une. 

1628,  1  B.  Sup.,  259— Simpson  v.  Finlay,  1697,  M.,  11,570— Boyd  v.  Laird  of  Niddrie, 
1661,  M..  16,993.  (c)  Ersk,,  «*pra— Tait,  supra.  [d)  See  infra  J  961. 
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'will  be  held  to  have  been  executed  spe  numerandae  pecuniae  (e)  ; 
and  a  creditor  arresting  a  debt  will  not  be  prejudiced  by  a  discharge 
of  it  which  was  executed  before,  but  not  delivered  till  after,  the  ar- 
restment (/).  In  like  manner,  a  decree-arbitral  ^not  delivered  to 
the  parties,  or  intimated  to  them  as  containing  the  arbiter's  final 
determination,  is  held  only  to  contain  an  intended  decree,  although 
it  may  have  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  to  the  submis- 
sion (gr).  A  deed  which  does  not  fall  under  any  of  the  exceptions 
afterwards  noticed  will  not  be  sustained  if  it  was  found  undelivered 
in  the  granter's  repositories  after  his  death  (A) ;  even  where  the 
suddenness  of  that  event,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  make 
it  highly  probable  that  he  had  finally  resolved  to  be  bound  by  the 
deed  (t). 

§  936.  Where  there  are  several  co-obligants,  each  of  them  is 
entitled  to  cancel  his  subscription,  or  to  resile,  so  long  as  he  has 
not  parted  with  the  deed  for  the  purpose  of  delivery  to  the  credi- 
tor (A).  And  the  transmission  of  such  a  deed  among  the  co-obh- 
gants  themselves  does  not  destroy  the  right  of  any  of  them  to  resile 
so  long  as  the  obligee  has  not  received  delivery  (I), 

The  rule  which  requires  dehvery  is  subject  to  the  following  ex- 
ceptions. 

§  937.  Deeds  which  contain  a  clause  dispensing  with  delivery  are 
effectual  although  undelivered,  because  they  sufficiently  mark  the 
final  intention  of  the  granter  {m).  They  are  of  the  nature  of  mortis 
causa  deeds,  retained  for  the  purpose  of  cancellation  if  the  granter 
chooses ;  biit  meant  to  be  effectual  if  not  revoked  during  his  life. 
It  has  been  said  that  a  clause  dispensing  with  delivery  is  of  no  im- 
portance, except  for  proving  that  this  was  the  grantor's  purpose ; 
"  because  if  delivery  were  required  by  law  to  make  a  deed  effectual, 
the  granter  or  testator  could  not  by  his  own  act  alter  the  rule  of 
law"  (w).     Certainly  such  a  clause  will  not  make  the  deed  in  which 

(e)  Cochrane  v.  Pringle,  1709,  M.,  12,714— Dickson  v,  Hume,  1627,  1  B.  Sup.,  49. 
(/)  Boyd  V,  L.  Niddrie,  mpra,  (ff)  M*Nair  v.  Gray,  1827,  6  S.,  786 ; 

affd.,  5  W.  S.,  806— Robertson  v.  Ramsay,  1788,  M.,  668 ;  17,009 ;  Hailes,  912,  S.  C— 
Simpson  ».  Straclian,  1786,  M.,  17,007;  Elch.,  "Arbitration,"  No.  2,  S.  0. 

{h)  Cochrane  v,  Pringle,  «wpra— Stamfield's  Cre.  v.  Scott,  1696,  4  B.  Sup.,  844. 

(f )  Stamfield's  Crs.  v.  Scott,  supra — See  analogous  cases  supra^  J  669. 

(*)  M'Gm  w.  Edmonstone,  1628,  M.,  16,991— Glendinning  v,  Wylie,  1684,  M., 
16,992— Fisher  v.  Campbells,  1786,  Elch.,  "  Presumption,"  No.  7. 

(I)  Cases  in  preceding  note— See  also  Cheyne  v.  L.  Rosehill,  1679,  2  B.  Sup.,  242. 
(w)  Stair,  1,  7, 14  (7)— Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— Bell's  Pr.,  {  24— Logan  v.  Logan,  1828,  2 
S.,  263.  (n)  More's  Notes,  408. 
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it  occurs  eflFectual,  while  undelivered,  in  competition  with  one  which 
has  been"  followed  by  delivery  (o). 

A  deed  making  certain  alterations  upon  a  prior  deed,  which 
contained  a  clause  dispensing  with  delivery,  was  held  to  be  effec- 
tual, although  undelivered ;  because  it  was  accessory  to  the  first 
deed  (p), 

§  938.  Writings  of  a  testamentary  nature  take  effect  without 
delivery ;  because  they  are  meant  to  be  final  expressions  of  the  tes- 
tator s  will,  provided  they  are  found  unrevoked  in  his  repositories 
after  his  death  (r).  This  applies  not  only  to  deeds  in  the  form  of 
testaments,  but  also  to  dispositions  or  assignations  reserving  the 
granter's  liferent  and  power  to  alter  (»),  or  only  reserving  power  to 
alter  (t).  The  same  rule  was  applied  to  a  deed  of  entail,  which 
conveyed  the  liferent  to  the  granter's  wife  and  reserved  power  to 
revoke  (w)  ;  and  to  a  deed  conveying  the  granter's  whole  estate  in 
trust,  for  payment  of  the  liferent  to  himself,  and  the  fee  to  persons 
to  be  named  by  him  (x). 

In  like  manner,  where  a  deed  contains  a  reserved  power  to  alter 
even  on  deathbed,  a  writing  in  exercise  of  that  power  is  effectual 
without  delivery ;  because  the  reservation  imports  that  merely  exe- 
cuting a  deed  of  alteration  should  be  sufficient  (y). 

§  939.  Bonds  of  provision  and  other  writings  by  a  person  in 
favour  of  his  children  are  effectual  without  delivery,  because  parents 
are  the  proper  custodiers  of  their  children's  writings  (z),  and  be- 
cause such  deeds  are  generally  intended  to  be  revocable  and  mortis 
causa.  Thus  the  Court  sustained  a  bond  obliging  the  granter  to 
infeft  his  younger  son  (a),  and  a  bond  of  provision  by  a  father  to 
his  children  (6),  where  in  each  case  the  deed  had  been  found  in  the 
deceased  father's  repositories.    A  deed  of  entail  conveying  an  estate 

■     '         '  ■—      ■  ■  -       »-—    .1  I  ■  I  ——■_■■■■  ■■■     I  I     I   ■     -  ■  I    I    ■    II  I  m,^ ■       — ■  ■  1^  II     ^— ^^  ■— 

(o)  See  Stair,  1,  7,  14  (8).  (/>)  Eleis  v.  IngUston,  1669,  M.,  16,999. 

(r)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— Bell's  Pr.,  g  24— See  Bayne  r.  Nisbet,  1695,  4  B.  Sup.,  262. 

(»)  Stair,  1,  7,  14  (7>— Stark  ».  Kincaid,  1697,  M.,  17,032— Hadden  ».  Shorewood, 
1668,  M.,  16,997— Cochranea  v.  Thomson,  1686,  2  B.  Sup.,  94--Canon  o.  Gordon,  1687, 
2  ib.,  108.  (0  Young  v.  Waucbopo's  Heirs,  1685,  4  B.  Sup.,  259. 

(«)  Porterfield  v.  Stewart,  1822,  1  S.,  9.  Reported  on  other  points  in  8  S.,  16;  2 
W.  S.,  869  ;  5  W.  S.,  515.  (x)  Brack  v.  Hogg,  1827.  6  S.,  113  ;  affd^  §  W. 

S.,  61.  (y)  Hamilton  v.  His  Sisters,  1624,  M.,  4098— M^Bride  0.  Bryeon,  1680. 

M.,  17,002,  8  B.  Sup.,  817.  In  Trotter  v,  Pitcairn,  1706,  M.,  17,004,  an  assignation  to 
H  Special  subject  executed  in  favour  of  the  granter's  widow  and  nieces,  and  dated  afier 
liis  will,  having  been  found  in  his  repositories  after  his  death,  was  sustained  as  a  special 
jogacy.     But  this  was  by  the  narrowest  majority.  («)  Stair,  1,  7, 14  (7) ; 

Krsk.,  3,  2,  44;  Bell's  Pr..  §  24.  (a)  L.  Cardross  v.  E.  Mar.  1689,  M.,  11,440 

16,993,  S.  C.  (b)  Wallace  v.  Wallace,  1624,  M.,  6844  ;  11,440  ;  16,989,  S.  C. 
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to  the  granter's  eldest  daughter  if  she  married  a  certain  person,  and 
failing  her  doing  so,  to  his  second  daughter,  having  been  found  in 
the  father's  repositories,  was  susta,ined  in  favour  of  the  substitute, 
the  eldest  daughter  not  having  implemented  the  condition  (c). 
In  like  manner,  a  bond  of  provision  granted  by  a  person  while  in 
liege  poustie^  but  delivered  when  he  was  on  deathbed,  was  held  to  be 
effectual  (d).  An  undelivered  assignation  to  a  son  foris-familiated 
has  been  sustained,  although  he  seepis  to  be  the  proper  custodier  of 
his  own  deeds  (e).  The  rule  includes  deeds  in  favour  of  the  grant- 
er's natural  children  (/),  and  deeds  by  mothers  {g). 

§  940.  On  the  same  principle,  deeds  in  favour  of  the  granter's 
wife  are  effectual  although  found  in  his  possession ;  as  he  is  the 
legal  custodier  of  her  writings  (A). 

§  941.  In  one  case,  where  a  perso^  of  considerable  wealth  died 
leaving  a  son  and  a  minor  daughter,  the  Court  found  that  a  bond 
for  4000  merks,  which  the  son  had  granted  as  her  tocher,  w«is  of 
the  nature  of  a  bond  of  provision,  and  did  not  require  to  be  de- 
livered. They  considered  that  the  son  had  only  granted  the  provi- 
sion which  the  father  would  have  allowed  if  he  had  been  alive,  and 
that  the  deed  was  in  fulfilment  of  the  granter's  obligation  to  ali- 
ment his  sister,  to  whom  he  stood  in  loco  parentis  (i). 

§  942.  According  to  Erskine,  a  deed  in  which  the  granter  has  a 
reserved  right  {e.g.,  of  liferent)  is  effectual  without  delivery ;  be- 
cause he  is  presimied  to  retain  it  for  his  reserved  interest,  and  not 
because  his  intention  that  it  should  be  effectual  is  inchoate  (i). 
This  reason  is  satisfactory ;  but,  in  the  only  case  (Z)  which  the 
learned  author  cites  in  support  of  the  doctrine,  there  was  a  reserved 
power  to  alter,  and  the  case  therefore  comes  within  another  of  the 
exceptions  considered  above.  A  disposition  under  reservation  of  an 
annuity  to  the  granter,  not  being  delivered,  was  held  not  to  secure 


(c)  Stevenson  v.  Stevenson,  1677,  M.,  15,475 ;  17,000,  S.  C.  {d )  Adair 

V.  Adair,  1725,  M.,  17,006.  (e)  Monro  v.  Monro,  1712,  M.,  5052;  17,006, 

S.  C.  (/)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— Aitkenhead  v.  Aitkenhead,  1663,  M.,  16,994. 

{g)  Ersk.,  tupra — See  Hamilton  v.  his  Sisters,  1624,  M.,  4098. 

(A)  Ersk.,  «*jwa— Tait  Ev.,  159— L.  Lindores  v.  Stewart,  1715,  M.,  6126  ;  17,006, 
S.  C;  amira,  Dickson  v.  Dickson,  1627,  M.,  16,990 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  288,  S.  0.  But  a  wife's 
deeds  in  favour  of  her  hushand  require  delivery ;  Lady  Bathgate  v.  Cochrane,  1685,  M., 
6077;  11,569  ;  17,004;  S.  C.  (t)  Morrison  v.  Morrison,  1698,  4  B.  Sup.,  40. 

(*)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— See  also  Tait  Ev.,  160— Duff  Feud.,  29— Per  L.  Lyndhurst  in 
Brack  v,  Hogg,  1881,  5  W.  S.,  68.  (/)  Hadden  p.  Shorswood,  1668,  M.,  16,997. 

This  was  also  the  fact  in  Stark  v.  Kincaid,  1679,  M.,  17,002 ;  cited  hy  Mr  Tait  {supra) 
in  support  of  the  same  view. 
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the  disponee  in  competition  with  the  Crown  claiming  the  granter's 
estates  on  attainder  (m). 

§  943.  A  deed  executed  in  implement  of  an  antecedent  oUigation 
seems  to  be  valid  without  delivery ;  because,  as  the  creditor  could 
have  insisted  on  its  being  granted,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  it  when 
it  has  been  executed  (n).  On  this  ground,  an  heritable  bond  found 
in  a  bankrupts  possession,  having  been  executed  in  implement  of 
a  previous  written  agreement,  was  held  to  be  effectual  in  a  reduc- 
tion on  the  act  1696,  c.  5  (o). 

§  944.  Dehvery  is  not  requisite  in  bilateral  contracts  which 
have  been  signed  by  all  the  parties ;  because  those  of  them  who 
have  subscribed  and  handed  the  deed  to  the  party  in  whose  posses- 
sion it  appears,  are  effectually  bound  whenever  that  party  has 
signed  ;  and  the  mutuality  of  the  contract  forbids  that  some  of  the 
parties  should  be  bound,  while  others  are  free  (p).  But  if  only  one 
of  the  parties  has  signed,  and  has  retained  the  deed  in  his  own 
hands,  the  others  cannot  insist  on  having  it  delivered  in  order  that 
it  may  be  completed  (r).  It  has  been  seen  that  unilateral  obligar 
tions  by  several  co-obligants  are  ineffectual,  until  they  have  been 
delivered  to  the  obligee  («). 

The  rule,  that  delivery  is  not  required  in  mutual  contracts,  does 
not  prevent  either  party  from  proving  that  such  a  deed,  when  found 
in  the  hands  of  a  third  person,  had  been  deposited  for  conditional 
delivery  or  implement  (<).  The  rules  as  to  the  mode  of  proving 
the  conditions  are  noticed  afterwards  (u), 

§  945.  There  is  some  doubt  whether,  if  a  deed  is  found  in  the 
hands  of  the  grantee  with  a  discharge  or  transference  indorsed  en 
it,  the  latter  deed  is  effectual  notwithstanding  the  want  of  deli- 
very (v).  In  one  case  (x),  where  a  bill  indorsed  to  a  person  named 
had  been  placed  by  the  indorser  shortly  before  death  in  ttie  hands 
of  his  heir,  but  without  special  directions  regarding  its  disposal,  the 
Court  found  the  indorsee  entitled  to  the  document ;  and  it  was  ob- 


(m)  L.  Advocate  v.  Druramond,  1760,  M.,  4875;  Elch.,  "Forfeiture,"  No.  16;  affd, 
Cr.  and  St.,  608 ;  S.  C.  (n)  Ersk.,  8,  '2,  44~See  also  Morrison  v.  MorrisoD, 

1698,  4  B.  Sup.,  40,  supra.  (o)  Cormack  v.  Anderson,  1829,  7  S.,  868. 

{p)  Stair,  1,  7,  14  (7)— Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— Bell's  Pr.,  J  84— Stewart  r.  Riddock,  1677, 
M.,  11,406— Crawford  v.  Vollance's  fleirs,  1696,  M.,  12,804;  16,990— Lockhart  v.  Baillie, 
1709,  M.,  8430.  (r)  HamUton  v,  D.  Queensberry's  Exs.,  1838, 12  S.,  206. 

(»)  Supra,  §  936.  {t)  Stair,  1,  18,  4— Douglas  v,  Lauder,  1631,  M.,  12,708- 

Crawford  v.  Vallance's  Heirs,  «(pra— Drummond  v,  Campbell,  1662,  M.,  12,809— See 
infra,  g  966.  (m)  See  infra,  ?  967,  et  seq.  (v)  See  Tait  Ev.,  160. 

(x)  Carrick  v.  Key,  1787,  M.,  17,009. 


§  947.  DELIVERY  OF  DEEDS.  571 

served  on  the  bench,  that  "  where  the  conveyance,  being  contained 
in  the  same  writing,  is  inseparable  from  the  document  itself,  the 
rule  requiring  delivery  does  not  hold.  This  is  analogous  to  the  case 
of  a  discharge  or  declaration  of  trust  written  on  the  back  of  a  bond 
for  borrowed  money ;  which  must  create  an  inherent  qualification 
of  the  debt."  The  report  does  not  state  whether  the  other  judges 
adopted  thia  view ;  and  the  decision  may  have  proceeded  on  the 
principle  of  the  indorsation  being  a  special  legacy,  which  the  de- 
ceased by  his  conduct  directed  his  heir  to  pay.  In  an  earlier  case, 
where  a  bill  with  a  discharge  indorsed  on  it  had  been  found  in  the 
repositories  of  the  creditor  on  his  death,  the  Court  refused  to  sus- 
tain the  discharge,  on  the  ground  that,  as  it  had  not  been  deKvered, 
there  was  a  legal  presumption  that  it  had  been  granted  merely  spe 
numerandae  pecuniae  (y).  It  is  thought  that  delivery  is  not  requisite 
in  such  cases  to  make  a  discharge  effectual ;  but  that  non-delivery 
is  an  element  in  the  proof  admissible  in  each  case  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  the  discharge  was  written  in  contemplation 
of  a  settlement,  or  in  order  to  show  that  the  right  had  been  aban- 
doned. Indorsing  a  discharge  on  a  document  of  debt  seems,  in  most 
cases,  to  be  a  marked  token  of  its  extinction. 

II.   What  constitutes,  or  is  equivalent  to,  Delivery, 

§  946.  DeKvery  consists  in  the  actual  transference  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  deed ;  and  it  does  not  require  either  a  ceremony  of 
any  kind,  or  a  narrative  of  the  res  gestae.  It  is  most  simple  and 
tmequivocal  where  the  granter  personally  hands  the  deed  to  the 
grantee.  Next  to  this  is  his  delivering  it,  or  directing  it  to  be  de- 
livered, to  a  person  expressly  for  behoof  of  the  grantee.  And  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  grantee  should  have  been  aware  of  the  deli- 
very ;  his  consent  not  being  required  for  its  completion  (2). 

§  947.  But  possession  by  the  grantee,  or  by  another  person  in 
his  name,  is  ineffectual,  unless  it  was  obtained  with  the  grantor's 
consent,  and  for  the  purpose  of  delivery.  This  is  the  case  where 
the  deed  has  been  acquired  surreptitiously  (a).  So,  where  the  tu- 
tor of  a  creditor  in  pupillarity  declined  to  take  deKvery  of  a  new 
bond  of  caution  ;  but  borrowed  it  for  comparison  with  the  previous 
bond,  and  then  returned  it  to  have  a  certain  alteration  made ;  and 
where  the  grantor's  agent  again  tendered  deUvery,  but  the  tutor 

(y)  Cochrane  v.  Pringle,  1709,  M.,  12,714.  (2)  Stair,  1,  10,  5— Borthwick  v. 

Lawrie,  1686,  M.,  7736.  (a)  See  cases  infra,  I  958. 
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declined  it,  because  his  office  had  expired ;  the  Court  held  the  deed 
to  be  undelivered  (6).  Thus,  also,  where  Woomet  granted  an  as- 
signation to  Boyd,  partly  for  his  own  and  partly  for  Boyd's  behoof, 
receiving  from  Boyd  a  back-bond  ;  and  where  Woomet  afterwards, 
intending  to  transfer  his  interest  to  Biggar,  executed  in  favour  of 
Boyd  a  discharge  of  the  back-bond,  and  Boyd  delivered  a  new  back- 
bond to  Biggar ;  but  the  discharge  from  inadvertance  remained  in 
Biggar's  hands  undeUvered ; — in  a  competition  between  Biggar  and 
an  arrester  of  Woomet's  interest,  the  arrester  was  preferred ;  be- 
cause the  discharge  had  not  been  delivered  to  Boyd  or  to  some  one 
on  his  behalf  (e).  In  like  manner,  where  an  obligation  to  dispone 
lands  had  been  handed  to  a  conveyancer  with  directions  to  prepare 
a  charter  in  favour  of  the  grantee,  the  Court  held  it  to  be  undeli- 
vered, unless  the  grantee  proved  that  it  had  been  deposited  for  the 
purpose  of  delivery  (rf). 

§  948.  If  the  granter  of  a  deed  records  it  in  a  public  register, 
he  is  presumed  to  intend  it  shall  be  effectual ;  and  therefore  such  a 
proceeding  is  equivalent  to  delivery  (e),  and  has  the  same  effect  in 
preventing  revocation  (/).  But  of  course  this  does  not  hold  if  the 
registration  was  without  the  grantor's  consent  (gr).  The  question 
was  once  raised,  but  not  decided,  whether  parole  proof  of  the  grant- 
er's  orders  to  record  is  admissible  in  a  competition  between  the  dis- 
ponee  and  the  Crown  as  in  right  of  the  grantor's  forfeited  es- 
tates (A). 

§  949.  A  disposition  on  which  sasine  has  passed  (t),  and  an  in- 
timated assignation  (i),  are  effectual  without  delivery,  provided  the 
granter  consented  to  the  grantee's  right  being  so  completed.  And 
where  a  party,  having  granted  an  assignation  for  relief  of  the  assig- 
nee who  had  become  his  cautioner,  used  horning  thereupon  in  the 


(6)  Glendinning  v.  Wyllie,  1684,  M.,  16,992.  (c)  Boyd  v.  L.  Niddrio,  1661, 

M.,  16,998.  (d)  Byres  v,  Johnstone,  1626.  M.,  16,990;  8406. 

(e)  Ersk.,  8,  2,  44— Tait  Ev.,  160— Duff  Feud.  Con.,  29— Bruce  v.  Bruce,  1676,  M., 
11,185;  17,000— Gordon  v.  Dewar,  1771,  M.,  15,679— Downie  v.  M*Killop,  1848,  6  D., 
180 — Leckie  v.  Leckie,  1776,  M.,  11,581 ;  M.,  "Presumption,"  Appx.,  No.  1.;  Hailes, 
721 ;  6  B.  Sup.,  482,  S.  0.  (/)  Downie  v.  M'Klllop,  supra-^Qoidon  v.  De^iw, 

supra — ^Bruce  v.  Bruce,  supra — See  also  Leckie  v.  Leckie,  supra. 

(^)  See  Scott  v.  Dishington's  Cr.,  1628,  M.,  12,805 — Downie  v.  M'KiUop,  st^ra. 

(A)  L.  Advocate  t>.  Drummond,  1760,  Elch.,  *'  Forfeiture,"  No.  16 ;  reported  on  other 
points  in  M.,  4876 ;  Gr.  and  St.,  608.  (t)  M^ntosh  v.  M'lntosh,  28th  Jan.  1812. 

F.  C.— Bruce  v,  Bruce,  1676,  M.,  11,186;  17,000— Stair,  1,  6,  6  (6). 

{k)  Maolurg  v.  Blackwood,  1680,  M.,  846— Trotters  v.  Lundy,  1667,  M.,  11,498— 
But  see  Cockburn  v.  L.  Craigievar,  1672,  M.,  11,498,  noted  ir^ra,  |  977. 
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assignee's  name,  the  assignation  was  held  to  be  effectual,  although 
it  had  not  been  followed  by  delivery  (J). 

§  950.  The  judicial  ratification  by  a  wife  of  a  deed  affecting 
her  own  estate  is  not  equivalent  to  delivery ;  because  that  proce- 
dure is  only  designed  for  securing  free  consent  to  her  subscrip- 
tion (m). 

It  has  already  been  shown  that  handing  the  deed  from  one  co- 
obligant  to  another  does  not  constitute  delivery  to  the  creditor  (n). 

III.  PresMmptio7i  and  Proof  as  to  Delivery  of  Deed  found  in  the 

granter'a  possession. 

§  951.  A  deed  found  in  the  granter's  possession  is  presumed 
either  not  to  have  been  delivered,  or  to  have  been  returned  after 
delivery  for  some  reason  inconsistent  vdth  its  remaining  effec- 
tual (o).  This  is  peculiarly  the  case  as  to  those  documents  (e.g^., 
bonds  and  bills)  which,  on  payment,  are  often  retired  without  a  dis- 
charge ;  and  which,  as  already  noticed,  are  liable  in  a  high  degree 
to  the  presumption  chirographum  apod  debitorem  repertum  presumi- 
tur  sohUum  (p  ). 

There  is  an  important  distinction  as  to  the  evidence  by  which 
these  presumptions  may  be  overcome. 

§  952.  Where  a  deed  is  in  the  hands  of  the  granter,  and  the 
grantee  avers  that  he  returned  it  to  that  party  for  a  special  purpose 
without  abandoning  his  right  to  it,  his  averment  resolves  into  one 
of  trust  in  the  granter  of  the  deed,  and  in  general  is  not  provable 
by  parole  (r).  This  rule  is  illustrated  by  a  case  where  a  bond  of 
provision  granted  by  an  heir  to  his  mother-in-law  and  half-brothers 
had  been  canceUed,  and  the  grantees  alleged  that  it  had  been  bor- 
rowed by  the  granter  from  his  father  (in  whose  hands  it  had  been 
deposited)  in  trust  for  a  special  purpose,  and  had  been  cancelled  by 
the  granter  without  the  father's  authority.  The  Court  held  that 
the  averment  could  only  be  proved  by  the  son's  writ  or  oath,  "  there 
being  no  force  alleged,  but  a  naked  trust"  (s).  In  another  case, 
where  a  superior  pursued  a  declarator  of  non-entry,  which  the  vas- 
sal defended  on  the  ground  that  the  pursuer's  ancestor  had  signed 
and  delivered  to  him  a  precept  of  clare  constat^  but  that  he  (the 

(0  Dick  V.  Oliphant,  1677,  M.,  654S.  (m)  L.  Bathgate  v.  Cochrane,  1685, 

M.,  6077;  11,669;  17,004,  S,  C.  (n)  Supra,  i  986.  (o)  Stair,  1,  7,  14  (6). 

(p)  Supra,  i  880.  (r)  Stair,  1,  7,  14  (6)— Tait  Ev.,  162. 

(«)  Aikman  v.  Aikman,  1677,  M.,  12,281. 
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vassal)  had  afterwards  returned  it  to  the  pursuer  in  order  to  have 
it  sealed ;  the  Court  would  not  allow  the  averment  to  be  proved  by 
parole,  but  only  by  the  pursuer's  writ  or  oath  (t).  Thus,  also,  where 
Dick  as  his  father's  factor  had  executed  an  assignation  in  favour  of 
Fairly ;  and,  on  its  being  found  in  Dick's  hands,  Fairly,  alleged  that 
it  had  been  placed  there  in  order  to  be  used  by  Dick  as  his  (Fairly's) 
agent ;  the  Court  refused  to  admit  the  averment  to  proof  by  wit- 
nesses (u). 

§  953.  But  where  the  gnlntee,  under  a  deed  which  is  found  in 
the  granter's  possession,  avers  that  that  possession  was  acquired  by 
force  or  fraud,  he  may  instruct  his  averment  by  parole ;  for  dole 
may  always  be  proved  j>row<  de  jure  (x).  Thus  a  bill  which  had 
been  found  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor  without  a  discharge  or  con- 
veyance, was  restored  to  the  creditor  after  proof  by  parole  that  it 
had  been  abstracted  from  a  party  with  whom  he  had  deposited 
it  (y).  So  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  that  the  repositories  of  the 
creditor  in  a  bond  had  been  broken  open  and  the  deed  removed ; 
and  that,  after  passing  through  some  other  persons'  hands,  who  had 
no  right  to  it,  it  had  come  into  the  possession  of  the  debtor  (z). 
And  where  the  creditor  in  a  bond  was  an  ignorant  woman,  and  the 
debtor  was  her  law-agent,  and  had  access  to  her  papers,  he  was  re- 
quired to  condescend  on  how  the  bond  came  into  his  hands,  as  the 
relative  positions  of  the  parties  laid  the  burden  of  proof  upon 
him  (a).  Thus,  also,  where  the  principal  debtor  under  a  bond  signed 
by  him  and  a  cautioner,  when  intromitting  with  it  as  tutor  of  the 
creditor  s  heir,  delivered  it  to  the  cautioner,  who  tore  off  his  sub- 
scription, but  retained  the  document ;  the  Court,  holding  that  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  cancel  his  subscription  on  receiving  the 
deed  for  that  purpose,  found  that  he  would  not  be  bound  "  unless 
it  were  proved  that  the  bond  was  destroyed  by  force  or  fraud,  and 
that  the  cautioner  was  party  to  the  fraud"  (6).  This  implies  that 
the  proof  referred  to  might  be  by  parole. 

§  954.  There  are  two  cases  in  which  parole  evidence  was  re- 
ceived with  a  view  to  overcoming  the  presumption  as  to  a  deed 
found  in  the  hands  of  the  grantor,  where  neither  fraud  nor  force  in 


(0  E.  Rothes  V.  Grant.  1626,  M.,  12,273.  (»)  Fairly  r.  Dick's  Cra.,  1666, 

M.,  12,278.  (x)  See  Stair,  4,  82,  8— ib.,  4,  46,  24— Sec  alao  w^wi,  }{  844; 

869 ;  628.  (y)  Edward  v.  Fyfe,  1828,  2  S.,  481.  (2)  Pithie's 

Children  v.  E.  Northesk,  4  B.  Sap.,  70.  •  (a)  Buigh  v.  Jenkins,  1710,  M., 

11,410.  (b)  Monkton  9.  Carmichael,  1623,  M.,  11,404.    This  decision  is 

questioned  by  Mr  Tait ;  Ev.,  164. 
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obtaiiiing  the  deed  were  averred.     In  one  of  these  cases,  the  credi- 
tor in  a  bond  in  the  possession  of  the  granter  offered  to  prove  by 
four  Lords  of  Session  that,  after  the  deed  had  been  delivered,  it  had 
been  returned  in  order  that  the  granter  might  get  it  subscribed  by 
cautioners  ;  and  the  Court  "  inclined  to  admit  their  probation"  (c). 
But  this  case,  which  is  of  old  date,  seems  not  to  be  of  much  autho- 
rity, as  the  Court  were  influenced  by  the  trust^worthiness  of  the 
witnesses  tendered ;  and,  as  the  case  occurred  at  a  time  when  the 
rules  of  evidence,  especially  where  trust  was  involved,  were  not 
strictly  observed.     In  the  other  case  referred  to  the  following  facts 
occurred : — Southside,  having  right  to  a  bond  granted  by  Cass,  en- 
tered into  a  transaction  regarding  it  with  the  curators  of  Cass's 
heir,  and  got  from  the  heir  with  their  consent  a  new  bond ;  but  the 
heir  having  been  restored  against  that  deed  on  the  ground  of  lesion, 
Southside  pursued  him  for  payment  of  the  first  bond.     He  replied 
that  the. document  was  in  his  hands,  and  the  presumption  therefore 
was  that  it  had  been  discharged ;  to  which  Southside  replied  that 
the  bond  had  been  delivered  in  contemplation  of  the  transaction, 
which  had  been  annulled,  being  implemented.    The  Court  ordained 
the  curators  to  be  examined  ex  officio  as  witnesses  upon  Southside's 
averments ;  and  they  refused  to  hold  that  these  could  only  be  proved 
by  the  heir's  writ  or  oath,  "  because  the  manner  of  the  delivery  of 
the  bond,  and  the  cause  thereof  were  so  evident,  and  the  probation 
so  strong  and  pregnant"  (d).      The  circumstances,  indeed,  were 
sufficient  of  themselves  to  convince  any  one  of  the  truth  of  South- 
side's  statement.     The  case,  therefore,  was  a  favourable  one  for  ex- 
amining witnesses  ex  offix^io^  according  to  a  practice  common  at  one 
time  in  cases  where  restricting  the  proof  to  writ  or  oath  of  party 
appeared  likely  to  occasion  injustice. 

IV.  Presumption  and  Proof  as  to  Delivery  of  Deed  found  in 

the  grantees  possession, 

§  955.  When  a  deed  is  found  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee,  there 
is  a  strong  presumption  that  he  received  delivery  of  it  from  the 
granter,  or  some  one  acting  under  the  granter's  authority,  and  that 
Tie  fulfilled  the  conditions  (if  there  were  any)  under  which  the 
granter  intended  that  it  should  be  delivered  (e). 

(c)  Melvil  V,  Murray,  1610,  M.,  12,271 ;  questioned  V  Tait  Ev.,  168. 
{d)  EUiaa  v.  Cass,  1671,  M.,  12,280.  (e)  Stair,  1,  7,  14,  and  4,  42,  8— 

Ersk.,  8,  2,  48— Tait,  167. 
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§  956.  Stair  and  Erskine  (/)  lay  down  that  this  presumption 
can  only  be  overcome  by  the  grantee's  writ  or  oath.  But  it  is 
humbly  thought  that  the  distinction  noticed  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tions applies  here  also.  Thus,  on  the  one  hand,  where  the  granter 
acknow^ledges  having  handed  the  deed  to  the  grantee,  but  alleges 
either  that  delivery  was  not  intended,  or  that  it  was  conditional, 
this,  being  like  an  averment  of  a  trust  restricting  honajide  pos- 
session by  the  grantee,  seems  to  be  provable  only  by  his  writ  or 
oath  (gr). 

§  957.  On  the  other  hand,  where  it  is  alleged  that  the  grantee 
acquired  the  deed  by  force  or  fraud  without  the  granter's  consent, 
parole  seems  to  be  admissible.  Thus  it  was  received  to  prove  that 
a  general  disposition  (not  mortis  causa),  found  in  the  hands  of  the 
grantee,  in  whose  house  the  granter  died,  had  been  in  the  granter's 
possession  until  his  deathbed  illness,  and  had  been  improperly  ab- 
stracted by  the  grantee  from  among  his  papers  after  his  death  (A). 
In  another  case,  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  before  answer  that  a  bill 
found  in  the  hands  of  an  alleged  onerous  indorsee  had  not  been 
completed  with  the  drawer  s  signature  till  after  the  acceptor  s  death, 
and  that  the  drawer  had  improperly  got  possession  of  the  bill  from 
the  acceptor's  repositories  (e).  Again,  where  a  bond  of  provision 
was  alleged  to  have  been  got  up  from  the  depositary  by  improper 
means  {^^vitsetmodis")  the  Court  allowed  the  party  and  the  in- 
strumentary  witnesses  to  be  examined  ex  officio^  as  to  whether  there 
had  been  a  depositation,  and,  if  so,  what  were  its  terms,  and  how  it 
came  to  be  concluded  (A).  The  Court  also  ordained  witnesses,  and 
if  need  be  the  creditor,  to  be  examined  ex  officio  on  the  allegation 
that  the  deed  (a  bond)  had  been  lying  undelivered  in  the  reposi- 
tories of  the  principal  debtor,  and  that  he  had  been  unable  to  man- 
age his  affairs  for  some  years  before  his  death  {I),  And  witnesses 
were  examined  ex  officio  on  an  alleged  fraudulent  re-acquisition  by 


(/)  Stair,  ib.— Erek.,  ib.  In  Ogilvie  ©.  L.  Balmerino,  1699,  4  B.  Sup.,  446,  where 
the  grantee  in  a  disposition  deponed  that  he  got  the  deed  from  a  third  person,  who  told 
him  he  had  received  it  for  delivery  to  him,  the  Court  held  it  to  be  undelivered,  because 
there  was  not  proof  that  the  delivery  had  been  by  the  granter*s  order. 

{g)  See  Tait  Ev.,  168.    Rutherford  v.  Rutherford,  1670,  M.,  12,318. 

(A)  Cathcart  v,  L.  Corsclays,  1679,  M.,  12,826.  (i)  Farquhar  o.  Shaw, 

1767,  M.,  12,841— In  Bruce  v.  Alexander,  1676,  2  B.  Sup.,  198,  parole  was  admitted  as 
to  a  bond  of  provision  which  the  granter  alleged  his  daughter,  the  grantee,  had  stolen 
out  of  a  locked  box  in  which  he  had  kept  it.  (it)  Stewart  v.  Blackball,  1703, 

M.,  12,332.  (/)  Cheyn  v.  L.  Rosehill,  1679,  2  B.  Sup.,  242. 
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the  grantee  of  a  bond  after  payment  {rri).  Thus,  also,  where  a  con- 
tract of  lease,  which  had  been  in  the  hands  of  a  depositary,  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  got  up  by  the  tenant  by  **  some  unorderly 
means,"  and  without  performing  the  conditions  on  which  delivery 
was  to  have  been  made,  the  depositary  and  persons  present  at  the 
contract  were  examined  ex  officio ^  and  before  answer  (n).  The 
principle  which  these  decisions  recognise  is  supported  by  a  case 
where  the  Court  admitted  witnesses  to  prove  that  a  deed,  when 
blank  in  the  name  of  the  grantee,  had  been  abstracted  from  the  de- 
ceased granter's  repositories,  and  completed  fraudulently  by  the 
person  whose  name  it  bore  when  produced  (o). 

§  958.  But  there  are  cases  of  an  opposite  tendency.  In  one  of 
them  it  was  alleged  that  a  bond  which  had  been  deposited  with  a 
third  person  for  conditional  delivery,  had,  with  concurrence  of  the 
creditor,  been  abstracted  fraudulently  from  the  depositary's  premises 
during  his  absence ;  and  the  Court  held  that  the  averment  could  be 
proved  only  by  the  oath  of  the  creditor,  and  not  of  the  deposi- 
tary (jp).  The  question,  however,  seems  to  have  been  whether  the 
depositary's  oath  on  reference  might  be  taken,  and  not  whether  a 
proof  by  witnesses  was  admissible.  In  another  case,  where  a  bond 
was  alleged  to  have  been  surreptitiously  abstracted  from  among  the 
debtor's  writs,  and  registered  and  followed  by  apprising  during  his 
residence  abroad ;  the  Court,  before  answer  as  to  the  admissibility 
of  witnesses  to  prove  the  averment  ("  which  they  found  hard  to  be 
done,  tending  to  destroy  the  bond'^,  ordained  the  creditor  to  be 
examined  ex  officio,  and,  on  his  admitting  the  facts,  they  cut  down 
the  deed  (r).  Again,  where  a  party  sought  to  reduce  a  disposition 
on  the  ground  that,  after  the  granter's  death,  the  disponee  had  im- 
properly completed  it  by  fiUing  in  his  own  name,  when  it  was  lying 
in  his  hands  blank  in  the  name  of  the  disponee,  the  Court  restricted 
the  proof  to  the  defender's  writ  or  oath  («).  A  similar  decision  was 
pronounced  in  regard  to  a  bond,  which  the  granter  averred  he  had 
executed  blank  in  the  creditor's  name,  and  deposited  for  another 
person's  behoof,  with  the  party  appearing  as  creditor,  who  was  the 
granter's  father  (t), 

§  959.     It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  that  the  law  is  settled  as  to 


(m)  Napier  v.  E.  Eglinton,  1671,  M.,  12,818.  But  parole  of  the  payment  was  re- 
fused, (n)  Douglas  v.  Lauder,  1681,  M.,  12,708.  (o)  Fordel  v. 
Carriber,  1677,  M.,  12,824.                        (p)  Williamson  v.  Tennant,  1627,  M.,  12,806. 

(r)  Scot  V.  Dishington's  Crs.,  1628,  M.,  12,306.  («)  Laurie  p.  Drummond, 

1673,  M.,  12,320.  (<)  Rutherford  v.  Rutherford,  1670,  M.,  12,818. 
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the  admissibility  of  parole  to  overcome  the  presumption  in  favom- 
of  the  grantee  holding  a  deed  conceived  in  favour  of  himself.  It  is 
thought,  however,  that  the  leaning  of  the  decisions,  as  well  as  cor- 
rect principle,  warrants  its  admission  wherever  the  allegation  in 
regard  either  to  the  mode  in  which  the  name  of  the  person  holding 
a  docimient  has  been  inserted  in  it,  or  his  possession  of  it  has  been 
acquired,  involves  fraud  in  him,  or  in  the  person  through  whom  it 
came  into  his  hands  (n)} 


in  the 


V.  Presumption  and  Proof  as  to  Delivery  of  Deeds  found  i\ 

hands  of  a  third  person, 

%  960.  When  a  deed  is  found  in  the  handis  of  a  third  person, 
the  question,  whether  he  holds  it  on  behalf  of  the  granter  or  of  the 
grantee,  is  one  of  fact,  depending  on  the  evidence  adduced  in  each 
case  (x).  There  arc,  however,  some  rules  fixing  the  burden  of 
proof  in  certain  circumstances. 

§  961.  If  the  depositary  is  connected  with  one  of  the  parties, 
he  is  presumed  to  hold  the  deed  for  that  party.  This,  for  example, 
is  the  case  as  to  a  deed  in  the  hands  of  the  private  agent  (y),  or  the 


(ii)  Thifl  is  the  view  of  Mr  Tait,  Ev.,  170.  (ar)  The  question  may  be  tried 

by  jury ;  Maiklem  v.  M*Gnither,  1842.  4  D.,  1182.  (y)  Eiric.,  8.  2.  43— Bdl'fl 

Pr.,  I  28— L.  Adv.  v.  Drummond,  1760,  M..  4876 ;  Elcli.,  "Forfeiture,"  No.  16;  Cr.  and 
St.,  608,  S.  C— Irvine  ».  Irvine,  1788,  M.,  11,676;  Elch.,  "Deathbed,"  l^o.  18,  S.  C— 
Garden  r.  Pilmore,  1724,  M.,  861»— Byres  ».  Johnstone,  1626,  M.,  11,666. 


'  A  party  who,  under  the  trust-deed  of  his  wife,  had  power  to  nominate  the  indivi- 
dual for  whom  the  trustees  were  to  hold  an  estate,  nominated  his  niece  and  her  heirs. 
He  afterwards  executed  a  deed  revoking  that  nomination,  and  nominating  anothtt 
niece,  ^t  his  death  the  estate  was  claimed  by  the  second  nominee  and  by  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  first  nominee,  who  produced  the  first  deed  of  nomination,  which,  tiiey 
said,  had  been  delivered  to  their  ancestor,  the  first  nominee,  and  had  become  a  delivered 
irrevocable  deed.  And  they  maintained,  on  the  authority  of  Erskine,  iii,  2,  43  (referred 
to  in  §  966),  that  it  could  not  be  proved,  except  by  writ  or  oath,  that  the  deed  was  de- 
livered for  any  other  purpose  than  to  confer  an  irrevocable  right.  But  the  Court  al- 
lowed an  issue,  whether  the  deed  was  delivered ;  and  the  representatives  of  the  first 
nominee  stood  pursuers  of  the  issue.  It  was  proved  that  the  granter  had  handed  the 
deed  to  his  niece,  the  first  nominee ;  but  it  was  shewn  that  he  waB  frequently  intoxi- 
cated, and  that  his  niece  took  charge  of  many  of  his  paj^ers  for  him,  and  that,  when  he 
revoked  the  first  deed,  he  asked  it  back  from  his  niece,  the  first  nominee.  The  jury 
found  for  the  defender,  the  party  nominated  in  the  second  deed.  The  pursuer  moved 
for  a  new  trial,  but  his  motion  was  refused ;  and  it  was  observed  from  the  bench,  Uiat 
the  doctrine  of  Erskine  was  not  to  be  taken  without  qualification ;  that  much  depended 
on  the  nature  of  the  deed,  and  that  frequently  the  whole  circumstances  required  to  be 
taken  into  consideration;  M*Aslon  v.  Glen,  1869,  21  D.,  611. 
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wife  (z),  of  one  party,  or  in  the  hands  of  his  son,  especially  if  the 
son  acts  as  his  father's  factor  (a). 

§  962.  But  this  presumption  will  yield  to  contrary  probabili- 
ties and  proof.  Thus,  where  a  person  delivered  to  his  law-agent  a 
letter  acknowledging  marriage  with  a  certain  woman,  after  she  had 
seen  and  assented  to  its  terms,  the  Court  found  that  the  agent  held 
it  as  trustee  for  her,  although  he  declared  that  his  possession  was 
on  behalf  of  the  husband  (6).  And  where  a  bond  of  provision  had 
been  placed  by  the  grantor  in  the  hands  of  his  agent,  by  whom  it 
had  been  recorded,  the  Court  held  it  to  be  a  deUvered  deed ;  the 
proof  of  that  fact  including  several  letters  of  the  agent,  and  one  of 
the  grantor,  in  which  he  treated  it  as  delivered  and  irrevocable  (c). 
In  like  manner,  where  a  deed  taking  the  grantor  obliged  to  pay 
certain  sums  to  his  wife,  and  contingently  other  sums  to  their 
children,  had  been  deposited  with  her,  and  by  her  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  person,  who  recorded  it,  the  Court  held  it  to  have 
been  delivered  in  favour  of  the  children,  chiefly  because  the  wife's 
interest  in  the  deed  made  the  delivery  eflfectual  as  regarded  her, 
and  it  was  not  to  be  viewed  as  made  for  a  partial  purpose  (d).  Thus, 
also,  while  a  servant  of  the  grantor  of  a  deed  is  presumed  to  hold 
it  for  his  master,  the  master's  orders  to  deUver  it  to  the  grantee  will 
be  effectual,  although  he  should  have  died  without  their  being  ful- 
filled (c). 

§  963.  It  is  presumed  that  a  neutral  depositary  holds  an  oner- 
ous deed  for  unconditional  dehvcry  to  the  grantee  (/) ;  but  that  he 
holds  a  gratuitous  deed  (and  especially  a  bond  of  provision)  for  de- 


(z)  L.  Traquair  v.  E.  Winton,  1668, 1  B.  Sup.,  546— Agnew  v.  Agnew,  1767,  6  ib.,  481. 

(a)  Fairlie  v.  Dick's  Cra.,  1666,  M.,  12,278.  (b)  Hamilton  t;.  Hamilton, 

1842,  1  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  786.     See  Turner's  Ore.  t>.  his  Children,  1788,  M.,  11,682. 

(c)  Downie  v.  M'Killop,  1848,  6  D.,  180.  (rf)  Riddle  v.  Inglis,  1760,  M., 

11,677;  Elch.,  "Husband  and  Wife,"  84,  S.  C.  There  was  considerable  difference  of 
opinion  on  the  bench  in  this  case.  In  another  case  the  Court  held  a  deed  to  have  been 
partly  delivered  and  partly  undelivered;  Mair  v.  Thorns,  1850,  12  D.,  748,  noticed 
mfra,  §  964.  (e)  Crawford  t>.  Kerr,  18th  November  1807,  F.  C. ;  M.,  "  Move- 

ables," Appx.,  No.  2,  S.  C.  Here  a  debtor  wrote  a  letter  to  his  creditor  inclosing  the 
halves  of  some  bank  notes  and  a  bill.  He  gave  it  to  his  servant,  wafcrod  and  addressed, 
with  orders  to  deliver  it  to  a  runner  who  took  his  letters  to  the  post  office.  The  servant 
pat  it  beside  the  other  letters  for  the  runner,  but  the  writer  of  it  died  early  the  next 
morning  before  the  runner  arrived ;  and  the  letter  remained  in  his  house.  In  a  ques- 
tion between  the  creditor  and  a  trustee  (not  judicially  appointed)  for  other  creditors,  the 
former  was  preferred  to  both  halves  of  the  notes  and  to  the  bill.  The  Court  proceeded 
both  on  the  trustee's  want  of  right,  and  on  the  unrecalled  order  to  deliver. 

(/)  Ersk.,  3,  2,  48— Bell's  Pr.,  §  28— Tait  Ev.,  164 ;  166. 
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livery  only  in  case  of  non-revocation,  or  on  fulfilment  of  a  condi- 
tion (g).  Thus,  a  bond  of  provision  by  a  father  to  his  children, 
which  had  been  deposited  by  him  with  their  maternal  uncle  to  be 
kept  for  their  use,  was  held  to  be  undeKvered  and  revocable  (A). 
And  the  same  view  was  taken  as  to  a  gratuitous  disposition  in  fa- 
vour of  the  grandchild  of  the  granter,  which  had  been  deposited 
with  one  who  had  no  connection  with  the  disponee  (t).  Thus, 
also,  a  bond  of  provision  in  favour  of  the  granter's  daughter,  found 
in  the  hands  of  his  uncle,  was  held  to  have  been  deposited  for  the 
granter's  behoof,  and  to  have  been  revoked  by  his  incurring  debt  (j). 
And  where  a  deed  of  entail,  in  favour  of  the  entailer  as  institute 
and  of  certain  substitutes,  had  been  deposited  with  a  neutral  person 
*'  for  behoof  of  all  concerned,"  the  entailer  was  held  to  have  right 
to  redelivery  for  the  purpose  of  revocation  (i). 

§  964.  Where  the  depositary  is  agent  for  both  granter  and 
grantee,  he  is  presumed  to  hold  for  the  latter,  if  the  deed  is  oner- 
ous (Q.  Thus  where  an  onerous  deed  by  a  mother  in  favour  of 
her  son,  to  take  effect  after  her  death,  was  found  in  the  hands  of 
her  agent,  who  was  also  agent  for  the  son  and  his  commissioner 
during  his  residence  abroad,  and  who  held  certain  bonds  of  provi- 
sion in  consideration  of  which  the  deed  had  been  granted,  the  Lord 
Ordinary  (Moncreiff)  held  the  deed  to  be  delivered  and  irrevocable 
in  favour  of  the  son ;  and  his  Lordship's  opinion  seems  to  have 
been  adopted  both  in  the  Inner  House  and  House  of  Lords  (m).  In 
another  case,  the  agent  for  both  parties  to  an  intended  heritable 
security  for  £900  had  possession  of  the  bond ;  but  although  he  had 
received  the  whole  sum  from  the  lender,  he  had  paid  only  £669  of 
it  to  the  borrower,  to  whom  he  had  given  a  letter  acknowledging 
that  only  that  sum  had  been  paid ;  the  agent  having  died  bankrupt, 
in  a  competition  between  the  borrower  and  lender  it  was  held  that 
the  bond  was  a  delivered  document  only  to  the  extent  of  the  £669 


(ff)  Ersk.,  ib.—Bell's  Pr.,  ib.— Tait,  ib.— correcting  Stair,  4,  42,  8. 

(h)  L.  Monymufik  v.  Pitarro,  1628,  M.,  11,566 ;  1  B.  Sup.,  247,  S.  C. 

(t)  Ker  V,  Ker,  1677,  M.,  8249— See  contra,  AUan  v.  Allan,  1681,  2  B.  Sup.,  7;  « ib., 
418,  S.  C.  U)  Halwell  v.  Ly.  Cuming,  1796,  M.,  11,583.     With  this  case  com- 

pare Fairlie  v.  Fairlie,  1680,  M.,  11,567,  where  a  gratuitous  assignation  by  a  mother  to 
her  son,  having  been  deposited  unconditionally  in  the  hands  of  his  wife's  father,  vas 
held  as  delivered  and  irrevocable.  Here  the  depositary  was  only  connected  remotely 
with  the  granter ;  while  in  HalweU  v.  Ly.  Cuming  he  was  more  nearly  related  to  him 
than  to  the  grantee,  (Ar)  L.  Lindores  v.  Stewart,  1714,  M.,  7786.    The  pro- 

hibitory and  other  restricting  clauses  were  directed  against  the  entailer,  as  well  as 
against  the  substituted  heirs.  (^  Bell's  Pr.,  §  28 ;  Tait,  165. 

(m)  Stewart  v.  Stewart,  1888,  11  S.,  327;  affd.,  1  Bell's  App.  Ca.,  796. 
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received  by  the  borrower,  and  that  as  to  the  balance  the  agent  held 
the  deed  undelivered  for  behoof  of  that  party  (n).  The  Court  con- 
sidered that  if  no  part  of  the  money  had  been  paid  to  the  borrower, 
the  depositation  would  have  been  regarded  as  for  his  behoof  for  de- 
livery to  the  lender  on  payment ;  whereas,  if  all  the  money  had 
been  paid,  the  depositation  would  have  been  regarded  as  for  behoof 
of  the  latter.  Accordingly,  as  the  payment  had  been  partial,  the 
Court  (but  with  considerable  doubt)  held  that  the  delivery  corre- 
sponded to  it. 

But  the  depositation  of  a  gratuitous  deed  with  the  agent  for  both 
parties  is  presumed  to  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  delivery 
in  case  only  of  non-revocation  (o).  Thus  where  a  husband  and  wife 
executed  a  joint  settlement,  mutually  bequeathing  all  their  effects 
to  the  survivor ;  and  the  wife,  when  her  husband  was  on  deathbed, 
executed  a  deed  which,  proceeding  on  the  narrative  that  she  granted 
it  in  compliance  with  his  wish,  conveyed  to  his  relations  a  portion 
of  the  estate  under  burden  of  her  liferent ;  this  deed,  having  been 
produced  by  the  agent  for  both  spouses,  was  held  to  be  undelivered 
and  revocable  {p  ). 

§  965.  The  presumptions  noticed  in  the  preceding  sections  are 
not  absolute  rules  of  law.  They  merely  fix  the  burden  of  proof  in 
what  is  a  question  of  fact,  depending  on  the  circumstances  of  each 
case  (r).  Accordingly,  in  an  action  of  damages  by  the  grantee  un- 
der a  gratuitous  deed  against  the  agent  for  both  parties,  on  account 
of  his  having  refused  to  deliver  it,  where  the  defender  pleaded  he 
had  held  it  on  behalf  of  the  granter  to  whom  he  had  returned  it ; 
evidence  prout  de  jure  having  been  led  for  the  pursuer ;  the  jury 
found  that  the  deed  had  been  deposited  for  his  behoof,  and  that  the 
defender  had  wrongfully  refused  delivery  («).  In  another  case,  a 
gratuitous  bond  by  a  person  to  his  brother,  deposited  with  the  law- 
agent  for  both  parties,  was  held  to  have  been  delivered  and  irrevo- 
cable ;  evidence  having  been  led  which  embraced  payments  by  the 
agent  to  the  grantee  in  implement  of  the  deed,  and  the  understand- 
ing of  the  granter  and  the  agent  that  the  deed  was  irrevocable  (t). 
Thus,  also,  where  an  assignation  by  a  father  to  his  daughter,  re- 


(n)  Mair  v.  Thorns,  1850,  12  D.,  748.  The  deed  had  been  given  up  improperly  to 
the  lenders  by  the  agent's  heirs ;  but  that  was  held  not  to  affect  the  question. 

(o)  Tait,  166^Supra,  i  963.  (p)  Brownlee  v.  Waddell,  1831,  10  S..  89. 

(r)  Maiklem  v.  M*Gruther,  1842, 4  D.,  1182,  per  L.  Ju8t.-Clerk  Hope— Tait  Ev.,  166. 

(*)  Maiklem  v.  M'Gruther,  supra.  (t)  Ramsay  y.  Maule,  1828,  6  S.,  343 ; 

affd.,  4  W.  S.,  68.     See  Turner's  Crs.  v.  his  Children,  1783,  M.,  11,682. 
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serving  his  liferent,  and  containing  a  claufie  of  warrandice  from 
fact  and  deed,  but  no  power  to  revoke,  had  been  deposited  by  him 
with  a  third  party,  in  terms  of  a  clause  in  the  deed,  "  to  remain  dur- 
ing the  granter's  lifetime,  or  while  he  should  have  use  for  the  bond 
assigned,  for  security  of  his  reserved  liferent,  and  to  be  delivered 
after  his  death  to  the  daughter  "  for  her  own  purposes  ;  the  assig- 
nation was  sustained  as  a  delivered  deed  in  her  favour,  in  competi- 
tion with  a  subsequent  deed  of  revocation  by  the  granter  (w).  Here 
the  presumption,  that  the  depositary  held  for  the  granter  of  the 
deed,  was  overcome  by  the  terms  of  the  depositation,  which  in- 
ferred delivery  for  behoof  of  the  assignee.  In  like  manner,  where 
an  onerous  disposition  had  been  placed  by  the  seller  in  the  hands 
of  a  conveyancer,  in  order  that  a  charter  might  be  prepared  in  fa- 
vour of  the  purchaser,  the  disposition  was  held  not  to  have  been 
delivered,  and  locus  penitentiae  was  allowed  (x).  The  special  pur- 
pose of  the  depositation  qualified  its  eflfect,  and  prevented  it  from 
inferring  delivery. 

§  966.  Vrooiprout  de  jure  is  admissible  to  show  whether  a  de- 
positary holds  for  the  granter  or  grantee  (y).  But  parole  was  ex- 
cluded where  an  assignation  granted  by  one  as  factor  for  his  father 
in  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  having  been  found  in  the  son's  custody, 
was  alleged  to  have  been  delivered  to  the  assignee  and  then  redeli- 
vered by  him  to  the  son  as  his  agent  («).  Here,  however,  as  the 
depositary  had  signed  the  deed,  his  possession  was  like  that  of  the 
granter ;  and  the  case  came  within  the  rule  that  parole  is  not  ad- 
missible to  prove  that  a  deed  in  the  hands  of  the  granter  has  been 
delivered  (a). 

§  967.  When  the  granter  of  a  deed  in  the  hands  of  a  depositary 
alleged  that  it  lay  there  for  conditional  delivery,  the  Court  have  re- 
peatedly held  that  both  the  existence  and  the  terms  of  the  condition 
might  be  proved  by  the  depositary's  oath ;  quia  deponendo  apudeum 
ejusfdem  secutt  sunt  (6).  Nor  does  it  seem  that  the  competency  of 
the  depositary's  oath  is  limited  to  proving  the  terms  of  the  condi- 


(tt)  Sinclair  v.  Purves,  1707,  M.,  11,572.  (z)  Byres  v.  Johnstone,  1626,  M., 

11,666.    This  caae  comes  also  under  the  rule  noticed  supra,  §  961. 

(y)  See  Collie  v,  Pirie's  Tr.,  1851,  18  D.,  60.6— Maiklem  i>.  M'Gruther,  «apr«— Nor- 
vel  V.  Ramsay,  1786,  M.,  12,290.  («)  Fairlie  v.  Dick's  C«.,  1666,  M.,  12,278. 

(o)  Supra,  §  962.  (b)  Learmonth  v.  Alexander,  1624,  M.,  12,876— Hay  v. 

Wright,  1624,  M.,  12,878— Hay  v,  M'Michael,  1681,  1  B.  Sup.,  71— Guthrie  v.  Fentrie, 
1649,  ib.,  898— Garden  v.  Pilmore,  1724,  M.,  8619— See  also  Cowan  v.  Ramsay,  1675, 
M.,  12,879— M'Ghie  v.  L.  Yester,  1629,  M.,  ib.— Douglas  v.  Lauder,  1681,  M.,  12,703— 
Auld  V.  Smith,  1684,  2  B.  Sup.,  67. 
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tion,  where  the  existence  of  a  condition  of  some  kind  is  proved  by 
the  writ  or  oath  of  the  grantee ;  although  that  view  is  supported  by 
Liord  Stair's  opinion  (c).  But  when  a  mutual  deed  is  found  in  the 
hands  of  a  depositary,  one  of  the  parties  may  not  prove  by  that 
person's  oath  that  it  lay  with  him  for  conditional  delivery;  because 
a  mutual  deed  is  eflFectual,  although  not  delivered  (d).  The  Court, 
also,  refused  to  admit  the  depositary's  oath  in  contradiction  of  a 
writing  under  his  hand  and  that  of  the  parties,  containing  the  t^rms 
of  the  depositation  (e). 

§  968.  In  general,  witnesses  (other  than  the  depositary)  are 
inadmissible  to  prove  that  a  depositation  was  made  for  conditional 
delivery  (/).  But  they  were  admitted  in  an  action  by  the  granter 
of  a  deed  against  the  depositary  for  reparation  of  the  damages  sus- 
tained by  his  having  delivered  it  without  the  grantor's  authority, 
and  without  the  conditions  on  which  delivery  was  to  have  been 
made  having  been  performed  (gr). 

§  969.  The  decisions  have  hot  been  uniform  as  to  the  mode  of 
proving  that  the  depositary  of  a  deed  received  from  the  granter 
directions  to  cancel  it.  In  one  case,  where  the  creditor  in  a  bond 
sued  the  granter  for  payment,  the  latter  defended  himself  on  the 
ground  that  the  deed  had  been  executed  by  him  as  part  of  an  ar- 
rangement with  his  father,  whereby  he  undertook  to  pay  the  debt 
to  which  the  bond  applied,  and  which  had  originally  been  incurred 
by  his  father ;  that  with  a  view  to  this  arrangement,  his  father  and 
he  had  signed,  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  notary,  two  blank 
papers,  in  order  that  they  might  be  filled  up  with  a  bond  and  dis- 
position ;  that  before  delivery  he  and  his  father  had  resiled,  and  de- 
sired the  notary  to  cancel  and  destroy  the  documents ;  but  that,  in- 
stead of  doing  so,  the  notary  had  given  them  to  the  pursuer  after 
an  interval  of  eight  or  nine  years.  The  parties  having  diflFered  as 
to  the  mode  of  proving  these  averments,  the  Court,  before  answer, 
ordained  the  notary  and  witnesses  inserted  to  be  examined  ex  officio; 
and  on  their  depositions  proving  the  averments,  the  question  of  law 

{e)  Stair,  4,  42,  8.  The  law  was  so  laid  down  in  the  first  and  second  editions,  but 
altered  in  the  later  edition,  of  his  Lordship's  treatise  under  another  head ;  from  which 
it  would  seem  that  the  views  of  that  high  authority  had  undergone  some  modification 
on  the  point ;  see  More's  ed.  of  Stair,  1,  13,  4.  {d)  Crawford  v.  Vallance,  1626, 

M.,  12,304— Stair,  1,  18,  4.     But  see  corUra,  Drummond  v.  CampbeU,  1662,  M.,  12,809. 

(e)  Cowan  v,  Ramsay,  1676,  M.,  12,879— Stair,  1,  13,  4.  (/)  Stair,  tupra-- 

Hay  P.Wright,  1624,  M.,  12,379 -Crawford  v.  VaUance's  Heirs,  1626,  M.,  12,304— 
Ker  V.  Home,  1611,  M.,  12,301,  2— Mallach  v.  Graham,  1673,  1  B.  Sup.,  681— But  see 
Anld  V.  Smith,  1684,  2  B.  Sup.,  67— Collie  v.  Pirie's  Tr.,  1861,  13  D..  606. 

(g)  Ker  v.  Home,  1611,  M..  12,301— Stair,  I,  13,  4— See  tupra,  §  965. 
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arose,  whether  the  depositation  of  writs  could  be  proved  any  other 
way  than  by  the  oath  of  the  party  in  whose  favour  the  writs  were 
conceived,  he  having  the  same  in  his  hands.     The  Lords  found,  that 
seeing  these  two  writs  were  produced  neither  by  the  father  nor  by 
the  son,  by  and  to  whom  they  were  respectively  granted,  but  by  a 
third  party  in  whose  favour  a  clause  therein  was  conceived,  in  that 
case,  the  depositation  was  provable  by  the  writer  and  witnesses 
inserted;   and  on  considering  their  testimony  found  the   writs 
null  (/i).     Again,  where  the  children  of  a  deceased  person  claimed 
from  his  eldest  son  and  heir  payment  of  provisions  for  which  the 
heir  had  been  liable  under  a  bond  of  provision  by  the  father,  and 
bond  of  corroboration  by  himself,  both  of  which  deeds  had  been  in 
the  hands  of  tlie  father,  but  had  been  abstracted  from  his  reposito- 
ries ;  in  an  action  of  proving  the  tenor  of  the  bonds,  the  heir  having 
alleged  that  the  father,  when  on  deathbed,  gave  his  wife  warrant 
to  take  and  cancel  the  deeds,  the  Court  allowed  the  averment  to  be 
proved  by  the  oaths  of  the  wife  and  other  witnesses  (t).    In  another 
case  where  a  question  arose  as  to  the  effect  which  cancelling  a  deed 
had  upon  a  similar  deed  executed  in  lieu  of  it,  the  cancelled  deed 
appeared  with  the  subscriptions  torn  from  two  of  the  pages ;  and 
the   only  explanation   given   regarding  its  condition  was  by  the 
granter's  law-agent,  who  swore  that  the  granter  handed  it  to  him, 
and  desired  him  to  cancel  it  and  make  out  a  new  deed  in  terms 
which  had  been  previously  arranged ;  that  he  accordingly  prepared 
the  new  deed ;  that  on  its  being  executed  he  cancelled  the  previous 
deed  by  cutting  off  the  signatures ;  and  that  he  did  so  in  his  own 
office  on  his  return  from  the  granter's  house,  but  when  the  granter 
was  not  present.     A  great  deal  of  discussion  ensued  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  cancelled  deed ;  but  both  the  Court  and  the  Bar  treated  the 
cancellation  by  the  agent  as  equivalent  to  that  of  the  granter,  al- 
though there  was  no  proof  that  he  acted  by  her  orders,  except  his 
own  statement  and  the  inference  arising  from  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  (i). 

(A)  Dnimmond  v,  Campbell,  1662,  M.,  12,809.  (t)  Ghisliolm  v,  Chisholm, 

1678,  M.,  12,320.  (*)  Mure  r.  Mure,  Ut  June  1813,  F.  C.    With  this  case 

compare  Cunningham  v.  Mowat's  Tr.,  1861,  18  D.,  1876  {ez  parte)^  where  the  agent  of 
a  truster  had  deleted  the  Bubscriptions  to  a  deed  of  instructions  and  marked  it  "  can- 
celled, superseded  by  new  deed  of  instructions."  In  an  action  of  proving  the  tenor  of 
the  deed  he  swore  that  he  had  acted  without  the  truster's  orders,  under  a  mistaken  im- 
pression that  the  first  deed  had  been  superseded  by  the  second.  The  Court  gave  effect 
to  this  statement,  and  holding  the  caws  amissionit  to  be  proved,  they  gave  decree  t^ 
prdving  thr  tenor. 
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§  970.  These  cases  proceed  on  the  footing  that  the  alleged  or- 
ders by  the  granter  of  a  deed  to  some  one  to  cancel  it  may  be  proved 
prout  de  jure  so  as  to  infer  revocation ;  and  in  the  last  mentioned 
case  it  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  fact  of  a  deed  being 
found  in  the  hands  of  a  depositary  cancelled,  with  his  oath  that  he 
cancelled  it  by  the  granters'  orders,  is  sufficient  to  render  it  in- 
effectual. But  in  several  cases  the  Court  proceeded  much  more 
strictly  as  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  direction  to  cancel. 

§  971.  In  an  action  at  the  instance  of  Sprinkel's  natural  daugh- 
ter against  his  heir  for  5000  merks,  contained  in  a  bond  granted  by 
the  heir,  the  defender,  on  a  reference  to  his  oath,  admitted  that  he 
had  granted  a  bond  in  favour  of  the  pursuer  at  the  desire  of  Sprin- 

kel ;  but  added  that  the  deed  had  never  been  delivered,  that  it  was 

» 

so  far  from  being  eflfectual  that,  by  the  express  order  of  Sprinkel,  he 
was  not  to  deliver  it  to  the  pursuer  without  Sprinkel's  warrant ;  and 
that  Sprinkel  ordered  him  to  destroy  the  bond  on  account  of  not  be- 
ing pleased  with  the  pursuer's  conduct,  and  left  her  a  legacy  instead 
of  it,  which  the  pursuer  had  paid.  The  defender  supported  the 
qualification  in  his  oath  by  letters  from  Sprinkel  to  the  same  eflFect. 
But  the  Court,  by  a  plurality,  decided  that  the  qualification  was 
extrinsic  to  the  reference ;  and  they  accordingly  found  the  pursuer 
entitled  to  the  sum  due  under  the  bond  as  a  subsisting  deed.  An 
attempt,  which  the  defender  made  by  suspension,  to  have  the  case 
reconsidered,  was  frustrated  on  a  point  of  form,  although  some  of 
the  judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  reasons  urged  by  him  were 
unanswerably  relevant  (I).  Fountainhall  observes,  "  that  it  was 
thought  the  Lords  went  too  far  in  this  decision  ;  and  Dirleton 
seems  to  be  of  a  contrary  opinion"  (m).  In  another  case,  a  daugh- 
ter sued  her  mother  for  exhibition  and  delivery  of  a  bond  of  provi- 
sion granted  by  her  father  in  her  favour ;  and  the  mother,  on  a  re- 
ference to  her  oath,  stated  that  the  father  deposited  the  deed  with 
her  for  delivery  on  condition  of  the  daughter  marrying  with  her 
consent  and  behaving  herself  properly,  that  he  put  it  absolutely  in 
the  deponent's  power  to  give  the  daughter  such  sum  as  she  might 
think  fit ;  and  that,  the  daughter  having  made  a  run-away  mar- 


(0  MaxweU  v.  MaxweU,  1675,  M.,  12,822.  In  Caree  v,  Kennedy,  1714,  M.,  18,247, 
a  party  being  sued  in  an  action  of  exhibition  of  his  contract  of  marriage,  deponed,  on  a 
reference  to  hia  oath,  that  it  had  been  granted  by  him  in  minority,  without  consent  of 
his  cnrators,  and  he  had  therefore  cancelled  it.  The  Court  held  that  the  qualification 
was  extrinsic  to  the  reference.  Qm)  In  Forbes  v.  Ly.  CuUoden,  1712,  M., 

13,236. 
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riage,  the  depoueut  executed  her  husband's  will  and  command  bj 
burning  the  deed.  The  Court  considered  that  the  mother  ought  to 
have  preserved  the  bond  entire,  and  should  have  stated  what  the 
grantor's  directions  were  when  she  was  sued  for  exhibition  of  it. 
By  a  plurality  they  held  the  cancelling  to  be  unwarrantable  ;  and, 
as  the  deed  could  not  be  restored,  they  found  the  mother  liable  in 
<]amage8  ;  locofacti  imprestahilia  sttccedit  damnum  et  interesse  (n). 
Again,  in  an  action  for  payment  of  a  legacy  alleged  to  have  been 
bequeathed  under  a  will  which  had  been  deposited  with  the  de- 
fenders, but  had  been  abstracted,  and  for  exhibition  of  the  deed, 
one  of  the  defender's  deponed  that  the  deceased,  shortly  before 
death,  placed  the  will  in  his  hands,  desiring  him  to  do  with  it  what 
he  pleased,  and  that,  about  the  time  of  the  death,  he  burnt  it  in 
consequence  of  orders  from  the  testator.  The  question  being  then 
raised  as  to  the  effect  of  this  qualified  oath,  the  Court  held  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  will  had  existed  after  the  tes- 
tator's death,  and  had  been  unwarrantably  destroyed  by  the  defender 
referred  to ;  and  they  accordingly  sustained  the  action  for  payment 
of  the  legacy  (o). 

§  972.  In  accordance  with  these  decisions  was  that  pronounced 
in  a  modern  case,  where  two  deeds  of  settlement  and  entail,  con- 
taining clauses  dispensing  with  delivery,  had  been  deposited  with 
the  grantor's  agent  in  a  sealed  packet  bearing  a  docquet  written  by 
the  agent  and  signed  by  the  grantor,  but  not  probative ;  which 
docquet  directed  that  the  deeds  should  be  destroyed  unopened  in 
case  of  the  grantor  dying  before  a  certain  day.  His  death  having 
occurred  before  that  time,  two  actions  were  raised  against  the  agent ; 
one  by  the  heir-at-law,  concluding  that  he  should  produce  the  deeds 
for  cancellation;  and  the  other  by  the  persons  favoured  by  the 
deeds,  concluding  to  have  the  packet  opened  and  the  deeds  re- 
corded. The  actions  having  been  conjoined,  the  heir-at-law  main- 
tained that  the  docquet  intercepted  delivery,  and  that  the  terms  of 
depositation  could  be  proved  by  the  docquet  and  the  depositary's 
oath  ;  while  the  granters  pleaded  that,  as  the  deeds  contained 
clauses  dispensing  with  delivery,  the  docquet  was  in  effect  a  deed 
of  revocation,  and  being  improbative,  was  ineffectual.  The  Court 
adopted  the  latter  view,  and  directed  the  deeds  to  be  recorded  (  p). 

Again,  in  an  action  (r)  against  testamentary  trustees  for  proving 

(n)  Forbes  v.  Ly.  CuUoden,  1712,  M.,  18,286.  (o)  Fisher  «.  Smith,  1771. 

M.,  9306.  (p)  lio^'ftii  V.  Logftna,  1823,  2  S..  253.  (r)  Falconer  r. 

Stpphon,  1818,  H  P.,  220,  138H. 
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the  tenor  of  a  codicil  to  a  trust-deed,  the  defenders  alleged  that  it 
had  been  deposited  with  one  of  their  number  (who  had  been  the 
truster's  agent,  and  was  a  residuary  legatee),  and  that  it  had  been 
destroyed  by  him  after  the  truster's  death,  and  in  terms  of  the  trus- 
ter's directions.     A  proof  of  the  casris  amissionis  was  thereupon  al- 
lowed ;  in  which  the  depositary,  when  examined  as  a  haver,  swore 
that  he  had  burnt  the  deed ;  but  was  not  allowed  to  be  cross-ex- 
amined as  to  the  truster's  alleged  directions ;  such  an  examination 
being  considered  foreign  to  a  deposition  as  a  haver.     The  case  hav- 
ing then  been  advised  on  the  proof,  the  Court  found  the  tenor  of 
the  document  to  be  proved,  reserving  all  objections  to  its  eflPect,  and 
thus  leaving  it  open  to  the  parties  interested  to  prove  afterwards 
that  the  granter  of  the  deed  ordered  that  it  should  be  cancelled. 
From  the  point  having  occurred  in  an  action  which  was  raised  only 
for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  judicial  copy  of  the  deed  as  it  existed 
before  the  act  of  cancellation,  the  question  as  to  the  mode  of  prov- 
ing the  order  to  cancel  was  not  before  the  Court  for  decision.   .Some 
of  the  judges,  however,  adverted  to  it.     Lord  Mackenzie  observed, 
"  Suppose  a  man  in  his  lifetime  gives  another  a  testamentary  docu- 
ment to  destroy,  and  it  is  accordingly  destroyed,  then  the  benefi- 
ciary comes  forward  and  denies  the  authority  to  destroy  it.     That 
is  a  very  good  plea ;  but  would  the  onus  not  lie  on  him  to  prove  so 
very  special  a  casus  araissionis^  as  that  the  deed  was  tortuously  de- 
stroyed ?  "    His  Lordship  accordingly  reserved  his  opinion  on  the 
question  of  proving  the  direction  to  cancel.     The  Lord  President 
(Boyle)  said,  "  my  opinion  is  that  it  was  the  duty  of  Mr  Davidson 
(the  depositary)  to  have  preserved  the  deed.     If  he  did  not  fulfill 
his  instructions  during  the  lifetime  of  the  truster,  he  had  no  right 
to  do  it  at  all."    Lord  Fullerton  entered  at  some  length  into  the 
competency  of  sustaining  a  cancellation,  merely  on  the  oath  of  the 
depositary,  that  he  had  been  directed  to  cancel.      His  Lordship  ob- 
served, that  the  ordinary  presumption  in  the  case  of  testamentary 
deeds  is,  that  they  are  in  the  hands  of  the  depositary  for  behoof  of 
the  testator,  and,  consequently,  of  the  parties  favoured  by  them ; 
"  And  the  plea  of  the  defenders  really  comes  to  this,  that  a  party 
having  the  custody  of  such  a  deed  extant  at  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor, can  discharge  himself  of  the  consequence  of  destroying  it  by 
the  simple  statement  that  it  was  put  into  his  hands  not  to  be  kept, 
but  to  be  destroyed ;  and  that  his  admission  of  the  destruction  of 
the  deed  cannot  be  separated  from  the  qualification  tacked  to  it, 
that  it  was  put  into  his  hands  for  that  purpose.     I  should  hesitate 
to  admit  any  such  plea  ;  which  would,  in  truth,  place  at  the  mercy 
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of  the  custodier  any  testamentary  deed  with  which  he  might  happen 
to  be  entrusted.  I  think,  on  the  contrary,  that,  from  the  moment 
of  the  testator's  death,  and  the  subsequent  vesting  of  all  the  rights 
created  by  his  testamentary  writings,  the  custodier  had  no  warrant 
to  destroy  the-  deed  at  his  own  discretion.  Viewed  as  a  question  of 
mandate,  the  mandate  fell  at  the  death  of  the  mandant."  His  Lord- 
ship added  that,  notwithstanding  the  action  then  before  the  Court, 
it  would  "  be  quite  competent  for  the  defenders  to  prove,  if  they 
can,  that  the  deed  was  put  into  the  hands  of  Mr  Davidson  for  the 
purpose  of  being  destroyed ;  and  that  he  still  is  entitled  and  bound 
to  destroy  it."  ^ 

§  973.  From  these  cases,  then,  it  appears  that  a  deed  of  a  testa- 
mentary nature  will  not  be  held  as  revoked  merely  on  the  deposi- 
tary's oath  that  it  was  placed  in  his  hands  with  directions  to  cancel 
it ;  and  that  his  having  in  point  of  fact  cancelled  the  deed  does  not 
alter  the  legal  position  of  the  parties  maintaining  its  subsistence. 
Whether  the  same  role  applies  to  a  deed  requiring  delivery  does 
not  appear.  It  would  perhaps  be  held  that  the  onvs  prohandi  is  re- 
versed in  such  a  case ;  because  the  party  founding  on  the  deed  as 
delivered  to  him  through  the  depositary  would  have  to  prove  that 
fact,  whereas  the  e£Fect  of  testamentary  deeds,  deeds  dispensing 
with  delivery,  and,  in  general,  bonds  of  provision,  does  not  depend 
on  any  such  inquiry. 

§  974.  The  grantor's  orders  to  cancel  may  not  be  proved  by 
witnesses  deponing  merely  to  his  verbal  directions ;  such  evidence 
being  inadmissible  to  modify  or  cut  down  a  formal  writing.  But  it 
is  thought  that  they  may  be  inferred  (like  revocation  in  any  other 
way)  from  the  real  evidence  of  the  granter's  conduct,  and  from  other 
facts  and  circumstances,  which  cannot  reasonably  bear  a  different 
construction  («). 

VI.  Presumption  and  Proof  as  to  Delivery  of  Deed  taken  in  name 

of  a  third  person, 

§  975.  Where  a  party  entitled  to  take  a  right  or  obligation  in 
his  own  name  substitutes  that  of  another  person,  there  is  some  dif- 
ficulty in  determining  how  far  delivery  is  required  to  make  the 

(«)  See  tujtra,  i  161,  el  uq.,  I  624,  a  seq. 


*  See  Winchester  t>.  Smith,  1968,  1  Macpfa.,  686. 
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right  effectual,  and  what  control  the  party  by  whom  the  deed  has 
been  so  taken  retains  over  it. 

§  976.  If  the  deed  has  been  followed  by  delivery  to  the  third 
person,  or  by  publication,  it  is  effectual  and  irrevocable  as  a/zw 
quaesiium  iertio.  Thus  where  a  person,  buying  heritable  property, 
took  the  disposition  in  favour  of  himself  and  his  wife  in  liferent, 
and  his  daughter  in  fee,  and  sasine  followed  in  favour  of  them  all, 
the  daughter's  right  was  held  to  be  complete  and  irrevocable  (t). 
Where  a  party,  in  right  of  certain  teinds,  granted  bond  to  his  au- 
thors, agreeing  (inter  alia)  to  exact  only  a  limited  sum  from  a  cer- 
tain heritor,  and  the  bond  was  registered,  the  obligation  was  held 
to  be  effectual  to  the  person  favoured  by  it,  notwithstanding  a  dis- 
charge from  those  by  whom  the  bond  had  been  taken  (u).  So  an 
assignation  taken  by  a  person  in  name  of  his  daughter,  having  been 
followed  by  intimation,  and  by  her  executors  making  up  a  title  to 
it  by  confirmation,  was  held  not  to  have  been  extinguished  by  a 
discharge  executed  by  the  father  (x).  And  a  deed  of  entail  by  a 
person  in  favour  of  himself  in  liferent  and  his  son  as  fiar,  with  cer- 
tain substitutes,  having  been  followed  by  registration  and  feudal 
investiture,  was  found  to  be  valid  in  favour  of  the  substituted  heirs, 
whose  rights  were  held  not  to  be  affected  by  a  renunciation  granted 
by  the  entailer  and  the  institute  (y). 

On  the  same  principle,  where  a  father  in  seUing  land  took  the 
purchaser  bound  to  grant  bond  for  the  price  to  himself  in  liferent 
and  to  his  sons  in  fee ;  and  where  he  caused  the  sons  to  sign  a  post- 
script agreeing  not  to  call  up  the  money  for  some  years ;  but  no 
bond  was  delivered  on  the  one  hand,  or  disposition  on  the  other ; — 
the  Court  held  that  the  fee  was  vested  absolutely  in  the  sons,  in 
consequence  of  the  father  having  made  them  parties  to  the  transac- 
tion (z). 

§  976*.  But  if  a  person  takes  a  right  in  name  of  another,  and 
retains  possession  of  the  deed,  instead  of  making  it  public  or  deli- 
vering it  to  the  grantee,  he  reserves  control  over  it,  and  may  cancel 
it,  or  take  a  new  right  in  name  of  himself  or  of  another  person,  as 
he  chooses.  The  right  of  the  grantee  in  such  a  case  corresponds  to 
a  right  under  a  mortis  causa  deed,  granted  by  the  person  who  took 

{t)  M'Intosh  V.  M*Into8h,  28th  January  1812,  F.  C.  (u)  Benton  v.  Ly. 

Alton,  1684,  M.,  7721 ;  1  B.  Snp.,  862,  S.  0.  (x)  Trotters  v,  Lnnday,  1667, 

M.,  11,498.    With  this  case  compare  Cockbum  v.  L.  Craigievar,  infra,  (/). 

(y)  Gordon  r.  Macculloch,  1771,  M.,  16,679.  (a)  Spence  v.  Boas,  1826,  6 

S.,  17. 
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the  riglit  in  question  in  his  name.  The  law  is  so  laid  down  by  the 
Court  in  an  old  case  already  cited  (a),  and  by  Lord  Meadowbank 
{primus)  in  the  modem  case  of  Mcintosh  v.  M*Intosh  (6).  On  this 
principle,  also,  where  a  person  lending  money,  took  the  bond  pay- 
able to  his  son  David,  whom  failing  to  his  own  heirs,  but  kept  the 
document  in  his  hands  without  delivery  to  his  son ;  George,  who 
was  David's  younger  brother  and  executor,  was  held  not  to  have 
action  against  the  father  for  the  sum  in  the  bond,  the  Court  consi- 
dering it  to  be  within  the  father's  control  (c).  Thus,  also,  where 
a  father  on  conveying  certain  property  to  his  eldest  son,  took  from 
him  bonds  of  provision  in  favour  of  the  younger  children,  the  fa- 
ther's cancelling  of  these  was  held  to  have  extinguished  them  (d). 
And  on  reporting  a  case  on  this  subject,  Lord  Kames  has  observed, 
"  When  a  man  lends  a  sum  in  name  of  a  child  in  familia^  delivery 
of  the  bond  to  the  father,  has  not  naturally  any  other  signification 
than  that  the  bond,  wliich  comes  in  place  of  the  money,  is  to  be 
under  his  power,  as  the  money  formerly  was  "  {e)} 

§  977.  The  Court  have  sometimes  regarded  a  deed  taken  by  a 
person  in  a  third  party's  name,  but  retained  by  him  without  deU- 
very,  in  the  light  of  «.a  trust,  holding  that  the  name  interposed  had 
merely  been  borrowed  by  the  real  party,  without  his  intending  to 
impair  his  own  right.  This  was  held  in  regard  to  an  assignation 
which  a  person  took  in  name  of  a  third  party,  and  intimated  to  the 
debtor,  but  not  to  the  nominal  assignee  (/).  The  intimation  to  the 
debtor,  although  necessary  for  completing  the  right  of  the  party 
entitled  to  the  debt,  whoever  that  might  ultimately  be,  was  held 
not  to  foreclose  the  real  assignee  from  maintaining  his  latent  right 
And  where  a  person  purchasing  heritage  took  the  disposition  in 
name  of  a  third  party,  but  retained  possession  of  it,  the  Court  held 


(a)  Trotters  v.  Lnndy,  tupra,  (5)  M'Intosh  v.  M'lntoeh,  mpm. 

(0  HiU  17.  HiU,  1765,  M.,  11,680.  (d)  Roas  v.  Bain,  1717,  M.,  11.605.     The 

contrary  decision  of  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  1741,  M.,  4187;  11,576;  Elch..  "  Proviaon  '* 
to  heirs,  No.  5 ;  S.  C,  is  thought  to  be  erroneous.  See  also,  amtra,  Sinclair  v.  Sinclair, 
1682,  2  B.  Sup.,  20.  («)  HiU  ».  HiU,  1765,  M.,  11,580. 

(/)  Cockbum  v.  L.  Craigievar,  1672,  M.,  11,498.  The  distinction  between  this  case 
and  Trotters  v.  Lundy,  tupra,  J  975  (x),  is  rery  narrow. 


s  When  a  receipt  for  money  adYanced  bore  that  the  money  was  to  be  placed  to  the 
account  of  the  trustees  of  the  wife  of  the  person  who  advanced  the  money,  hut  where, 
in  fact,  it  was  placed  to  the  credit  of  that  person  himself,  with  his  knowledge,  and 
without  objection  by  him,  the  trustees  of  his  wife  were  held  to  have  no  title  to  the 
money;  Drysdale  v.  Ritchie,  May  1868,  1  Macpherson. 
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that  it  was  within  his  control  as  the  real  proprietor,  and  could 
therefore  be  disposed  of  under  his  deed  of  settlement  (g). 

§  978.  But  where  a  deed  of  conveyance  or  obligation  is  drawn 
in  name  of  a  creditor  of  the  person  entitled  to  take  it  in  his  own 
name,  it  is  effectual  in  favour  of  the  creditor,  although  lying  in  the 
debtor's  hands  undelivered  (h).  This  rule  corresponds  to  that 
above  noticed,  whereby  a  deed  which  a  person  is  under  an  obliga- 
tion to  grant  is  effectual  to  the  grantee  without  delivery  (t). 

§  979.  When  a  deed  taken  in  name  of  a  third  person  is  placed 
in  the  hands  of  a  depositary,  the  question,  whether  it  is  held  for 
the  grantee  or  for  the  person  by  whom  the  depositation  was  made, 
depends  on  the  circumstances  and  the  evidence  in  each  case.  Ac- 
cordingly, where  a  note  for  money  advanced  by  A,  taken  in  name 
of  "  B,  son  of  A,  for  behoof  of  his  (B's)  children,"  had  been  deposit- 
ed by  A  with  a  friend,  who  held  it  at  the  time  of  As  death  ;  and 
who  declared  that  for  several  years  A  had  been  in  the  habit  of  de- 
positing promissory-notes  with  him  for  safe  keeping,  that  he  consi- 
dered himself  bound  to  re-deliver  them  whenever  A  chose  to  call 
for  them,  and  that  he  had  repeatedly  given  them  to  A  on  his  de- 
mand, and  had  received  new  notes  in  their  place  ; — in  an  action  by 
the  widow  and  other  children  of  A  against  B,  it  was  held  that  the 
note  had  been  deposited  for  behoof  of  A,  who  might  have  destroyed 
it  at  any  time  during  his  life,  arid  therefore  that  his  allowing  it  to 
remain  in  the  depositar/s  hands  unrecalled  and  undelivered,  showed 
it  to  be  a  testamentary  bequest,  which  could  not  affect  the  ji^  re- 
lictae  or  legitim  (A).  Thus,  also,  where  a  party  lending  money, 
took  the  bond  payable  to  trustees  for  behoof  of  his  grandchild,  and 
deposited  it  with  one  of  the  trustees,  the  Court  allowed  a  proof  be- 
fore answer  on  all  facts  relevant  to  the  preparation  and  delivery  of 
the  deed ;  and  on  considering  the  proof,  found  that  the  deed  was 
delivered  and  irrevocable  in  favour  of  the  grandchild  (Z).  In  an- 
other case,  where  a  bond  for  the  price  of  land  had  been  taken  pay- 
able to  the  seller  in  liferent,  and  to  his  children  nominatim  in  fee, 


(g)  Bftlvaird  v.  Latimer,  6th  Dec.  1816,  F.  0.  (A)  Nimmo,  1627,  M.,  7740— 

Ly.  Pitmedden  ©.  Gordon,  1707,  M.,  7727— Bayne  t>.  M'Millan,  1677,  M.,  11,496-Car- 
michael  r.  Wilson,  1714,  M.,  7741— Goldie  v,  Aitken,  1729,  M.,  7742— Ogilvie  v.  Ker, 
1664,  M.,  7740— <7on^a,  Hissleside  v.  LittlegiU,  1686,  M.,  11,496,  where  a  debtor  having 
granted  assignation  to  his  creditor,  and  caused  it  to  be  intimated,  but  retaining  the  as- 
signation and  instrument  of  intimation,  was  held  not  to  have  been  divested  until  deli- 
very of  the  assignation  to  the  creditor.    But  this  was  "  not  without  scruple." 

(i)  Supra,  I  943.  (*)  Milroy  v.  Milroy,  1808,  Hume  D.,  286.     See  some 

analogous  cases,  mpra,  §  869.  (I)  Collie  v.  Pirie's  Tr.,  1861,  18  D.,  606. 
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and  had  been  delivered  by  the  purchasers'  agent  to  the  person  -who 
had  acted  professionally  for  the  seller  in  the  transaction,  the  Court 
held  that  it  had  been  delivered  in  favour  of  the  children,  and  that 
it  did  not  fall  to  their  father  s  creditors  (m).  But  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  depositation  with  the  agent  for  a  father  ought  to  be 
considered  as  delivery  for  behoof  of  the  children,  unless  it  were 
proved  to  have  been  so  intended. 

§  980.  Another  rule  in  this  class  of  cases  seems  to  be,  that 
when  one  of  the  parties  in  a  bilateral  contract  agrees  to  a  certain 
obligation  in  favour  of  a  third  person,  there  is  a  Jtis  quaesitum  in 
that  person  upon  the  execution  of  the  contract,  without  delivery  to 
him  or  any  one  on  his  behalf  (n).  Thus  in  a  contract  of  excambion 
a  clause  obliging  one  of  the  parties  not  to  remove  tenants  from  the 
ground  acquired  by  him,  was  sustained  in  favour  of  the  tenants,  al- 
though they  had  not  been  parties  to  the  deed,  and  it  had  not  been 
delivered  to  any  of  them  (o).  Again,  in  a  marriage-contract,  w-here 
the  wife  was  provided  in  a  certain  annuity,  a  small  yearly  sum 
payable  out  of  it  to  the  stepmother  of  the  husband  was  held  on  the 
wife's  survivance  to  be  an  effectual  burden  on  her  jointure  {p). 
But  where  a  marriage-contract  made  certain  provisions  in  favour  of 
the  wife's  children  by  a  former  marriage,  these  w^cre  held  to  be  re- 
vocable at  the  will  of  the  spouses  jointly  (r). 

It  must  be  added  that  there  is  considerable  conflict  in  the  deci- 
sions as  to  jura  quaesita  tertiis.  One  learned  judge  says  it  is  "  per- 
haps an  impossible  task  "  to  reconcile  them  («). 

VII.  Presumption  and  proof  as  to  date  of  Delivery/  of  Deed, 

§  981.  In  general,  the  delivery  of  a  deed  found  in  the  hands  of 
the  grantee,  or  of  a  person  for  his  behoof,  is  presumed  to  have  been 
made  at  the  date  of  the  deed  (t).  Thus  an  assignation  in  favour 
of  the  grantor's  married  daughter,  dated  (but  not  intimated)  during 
her  marriage,  having  been  found  in  her  hands  after  the  dissolution 
of  the  marriage,  was  presumed  to  have  been  delivered  during  its 


(w)  Turner's  Crs.  v.  his  Children,  1783,  M.,  11,582.  (»)  Stair,  1,  10,  6. 

This  is  analogous  to  the  rule  that  bilateral  contracts  are  effectual  to  the  parties  without 
delivery.    Supra,  §  944.  (o)  Wood  v.  Moncur,  1691,  M.,  7719. 

(p)  Waniock  v.  Murdoch,  1759,  M.,  7730;  questioned  in  More's  Notes,  62. 

(r)  Tait  v.  Pollock,  1738,  M.,  7728.  (*)  Per  L.  Ivory  (Ordinary)  in  ColUo  v. 

Pirie's  Tr.,  1851,  13  D.,  506.  (t)  Stair,  1,  6,  6  (4);  and  1,  7,  14  (8)— Ersk.,  -3, 

2,  48— BeU's  Prin.,  |  28— Tait,  171. 
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subsistence,  and,  therefore,  to  have  fallen  under  her  husband's  jvs 
mariti  (u).  And  bonds  of  provision  by  a  brother  in  favour  of  his 
sisters,  in  corroboration  and  satisfaction  of  previous  bonds  granted 
by  their  father,  and  of  their  rights  of  legitim,  having  been  deli- 
vered to  their  mother  on  their  behalf,  were  presumed  delivered  of 
their  respective  dates,  in  a  question  with  a  subsequent  heir  of  en- 
tail (x). 

§  982.  This  presumption  yields  to  contrary  inferences  and  proof 
It  does  not  apply  to  bonds  of  provision  or  other  deeds  by  a  father 
to  his  children,  when  competing  with  debts  by  the  granter;  so  that 
the  former,  although  earlier  in  date,  will  not  be  sustained,  unless 
they  be  proved  to  have  been  the  first  delivered  (y).  Were  it  not 
so,  creditors  might  suffer  from  latent  deeds  retained  by  their  debtor 
with  the  power  of  revocation.  This  rule  was  applied  where  a  party 
founding  on  bonds  of  provision  raised  a  claim  against  the  Crown  as 
in  right  of  the  grantor's  forfeited  estate  (2) ;  and  where  children 
competed  on  bonds  of  provision  with  creditors  whose  debts  were 
later  in  date  (a).  So  a  younger  son,  grantee  in  an  heritable  bond 
executed  by  his  father  under  a  faculty  reserved  in  disponing  the 
lands  in  his  eldest  son's  marriage-contract,  was  required  to  prove 
that  the  bond  was  delivered  before  a  discharge  of  the  faculty, 
which  had  been  granted  by  the  father  in  favour  of  the  eldest  son  (6). 
Thus,  also,  one  holding  a  disposition  from  his  father  was  required 
to  prove  delivery,  prior  to  the  contraction  of  debts  to  his  father's 
creditors,  on  which  they  had  led  adjudications  after  the  son  had 
taken  infeftment  (c). 

It  may,  however,  be  proved  by  parole  that  bonds  of  provision 
were  deUvered  before  the  father's  debts  were  contracted  (rf). 


CHAPTER  X. — OF  THE  ACCEPTANCE  OF  DEEDS. 

§  983.     As  delivery  is  necessary  for  making  a  deed  effectual 
against  the  granter,  so  the  grantee  is  not  bound  by  the  obligations 


(tt)  Scott  V,  Dickson,  1668,  M.,  5799.  {x)  Gordon  v,  Maitland,  1757,  M., 

11,166,  and  5  B.  Sup.,  481 ;  affirmed  as  Forbes  v.  Gordon,  1760,  2  Pat.  Ap.  Ca.,  48. 

(y)  Stair,  1,  5,  6  (4);  aijd  1,  7,  14  (8)— Tait,  171.  (t)  Fraser  v.  L.  Advocate, 

1754,  M.,  17,008.  (a)  Inglis  ©.  Boswell,  1676,  M..  11,667. 

{b)  Chiealy  v.  Chiesly,  1701,  M.,  11,671.  (c)  Simpson  v.  Finlaj,  1697,  M., 

11.570.  (d)  Stair,  »Mpra— Inglis  v.  BosweU,  1676,  M.,  11,567. 
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with  which  the  right  is  burdened,  unless  he  has  accepted  the  deed 
cum  omni  onere  (e).  This  is  the  case  whether  the  burdens  are  em- 
bodied in  the  deed,  as  the  obligations  on  the  vassal  under  a  feu- 
charter, — or  are  inherent  in  the  right  conveyed,  as  the  liabilities 
eflPeiring  to  shares  of  joint-stock  companies. 

§  984.  Acceptance  may  be  either  expressed  by  the  grantee  in 
a  written  or  verbal  declaration,  or  it  may  be  exhibited  by  his  acts, 
such  as  recording  or  taking  infeftment  on  the  deed,  or  otherwise 
using  it  as  his  own  (/).  One  who  was  present  at  a  general  meeting 
of  creditors,  at  which  a  trust-deed  offered  by  the  debtor  was  agreed 
to,  was  understood  to  have  acquiesced  in  the  resolution  of  the  meet- 
ing, and  to  be  tied  down  to  acceptance  of  the  deed;  because,  although 
he  had  not  actually  api)roved  of  it,  he  had  not  declared  against  it  (y). 
But  the  grantee's  merely  receiving  the  deed  ought  not  to  infer  ac- 
ceptance ;  because,  w^here  the  granter  does  not  tie  him  down  to  ac- 
ceptance, it  may  be  presumed  that  he  left  him  to  deliberate  whether 
he  would  accept  or  not  (A).  Yet  acceptance  may  arise  from  the 
grantee  wittingly  retaining  the  deed  for  a  length  of  time  without 
repudiating  it ;  the  period  varying  with  the  nature  of  the  deed  and 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  (i). 

§  985.  Express  acceptance  may  be  proved  by  the  grantee's  wriit 
or  oath.  Mr  Tait  {k)  thinks  that,  being  a  nuda  emissio  verborum, 
it  may  not  in  general  be  proved  by  witnesses.  But  there  is  no  de- 
cision on  the  point ;  and  the  objection  to  parole  seems  to  go  to  the 
credibility  of  the  evidence  rather  than  to  its  competency.  Where 
the  acceptance  is  implied  from  the  grantee's  acts,  these  may  be  in- 
structed pr<yiit  dejure  (Z),  unless  in  their  nature  they  require  written 
proof,  as  infeftment,  registration,  and  the  like. 

§  986.  Acceptance  is  only  requisite  for  making  the  deed  effec- 
tual against  the  grantee.  The  granter  is  bound  by  delivery,  al- 
though made  without  the  grantee's  knowledge  or  consent  (w).  Yet 
if  a  person  to  whom  a  deed  has  been  transmitted,  as  on  behalf  of 
the  grantee,  has  refused  to  receive  delivery  for  him,  and  the  granter 
has  not  delivered  the  deed  to  another  person  in  his  stead,  the  deed 
will  be  held  as  undelivered  (n). 

The  rules  as  to  the  constitution  of  contracts  by  offer  and  ac- 
ceptance are  noticed  above  (o). 

(e)  Erek.,  8,  2,  45— Tait  Ev.,  172.  (/)  Erak.,  supra—Ttdt,  mpra. 

{g)  Case  mentioned  (but  without  the  parties'  names)  by  Ersk.,  nipro— See  also  Lea 
V.  Longdale,  1828,  6  S.,  860.  (A)  Ersk.,  wupra.  (t)  Tait,  mxpra, 

(Jc)  Tait,  mpra.  (I)  Ersk.,  *Mpra— Tait,  tupra.  (m)  Stair,  1, 10,  6 — 

Borthwick  v.  Lawrie,  1686,  M.,  7785.  (n)  Glendinning  v.  AVyllie,  1684,  M., 

16,992,  noted  supra,  §  947.  (o)  Supra,  §?  546,  656. 
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CHAPTER  XI. — OF  STAMPS  TO  PKIVATE  WRITINGS. 

§  987.  Engrafted  on  the  law  regarding  the  authenticity  of 
deeds  are  the  statutory  rules  which  require  that  the  material  on 
which  certain  deeds  and  instruments  are  written  shall  bear  an  ap- 
propriate government  stamp.  The  statutes  on  this  subject  are 
very  numerous  (a)  ;  and  are  continually  fluctuating  with  the  exi- 
gencies of  the  public  service.  In  the  following  sections  they  will  be 
noticed  only  in  their  immediate  bearing  upon  the  law  of  evidence. 

§  988.  The  stamps  required  for  private  writings  are  chiefly  re- 
gulated by  the  act  55  Greo.  Ill,  c.  184,  with  the  modifications  in- 
troduced by  the  acts  13  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97 ;  16  and  17  Vict.,  c.  59; 
16  and  17  Vict,  c.  63 ;  and  17  and  18  Vict,  c.  83.  The  schedules 
annexed  to  these  statutes  must  be  referred  to  for  their  details. 
Those  appended  to  all  the  stamp  acts  are  digested  in  a  useful 
"  Table  of  the  whole  Stamp  Duties  exigible  in  Scotland"  (b)} 

§  989.  The  stamp  is  usually  impressed  upon  the  paper  on  which 
the  deed  is  written.  But  stamps  for  receipts  (c),  policies  of  assur- 
ance (d),  and  drafts  or  orders  for  payment  of  money  to  the  bearer 
or  to  order  on  demand  (e),  may  also  be  impressed  on  adhesive 
stamps  aflSxed  to  the  document ;  such  stamps  requiring  to  be  can- 
celled by  the  signature  or  initials  of  the  person  who  makes  or  gives 
the  document  (/).*     The  duties  upon  foreign  ^  bills  negotiated  in 

(a)  There  are  about  three  hundred  stamp  acts,  and  the  most  of  these  have  lii^eR 
partly  repealed  and  modified  or  re-enacted.  The  consequence  is,  that  the  stamp  laws 
are  involved  in  extreme,  and  in  some  respects  almost  inextricable,  confusion. 

(b)  Third  edition,  ann.  1858,  with  a  continuation,  ann.  1854,  containing  17  and  18 
Vict.,  c.  88,  published  by  Wm.  Blackwood  and  Sons  of  Edinburgh.  (c)  16  and 
17  Vict.,  c.  69,  i  8.  (d)  16  and  17  Vict,  c.  68,  §  10.  {e)  16  and  17 
Vict.,  c.  59,  ii  8,  4.                        (/)  16  and  17  Vict.,  c.  59,  §  4— Ih.,  c.  68,  §  11. 


1  The  principal  subsequent  statutes  on  stamps  are  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  81 ;  21  and  22 
Vict.,  c.  20 ;  28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  16 ;  28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  Ill;  and  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  91. 
See  Muir*s  Stamp  and  Tax  Office  Manual,  1861. 

*  The  following  documents,  besides  those  mentioned  in  the  text,  may  be  stamped  by 
adhesive  stamps : — Tacks  and  Transfers  under  the  Dwelling  Houses  Act  (18  and  19 
Vict.,  c.  88,  §  21);  Extracts  from  Registers  of  Births,  &c. ;  Delivery  Orders  relative  to 
Ooods  in  Bond  (28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  15,  §  8);  Contract  Notes  for  the  Sale  of  Government 
Stock,  or  of  Stock  of  Joint-Stock  Cos.  (28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  Ill,  §  7) ;  certain  Policies  of 
Insurance  for  small  sums,  and  certain  Drafts  on  Bankers  (28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  Ill,  §§  9, 
17,  18);  Leases  of  Furnished  Houses  for  a  shorter  period  than  a  year  (24  and  25  Vict., 
c.  21,  g  14) ;  Proxies  to  be  used  in  voting  at  meetings  of  Joint-Stock  Cos.,  of  Heritors 
in  Parochial  Matters,  and  of  Charitable  Institutions  (19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  81,  ?  1 ;  24  and 
25  Vict.,  c.  91,  §  27).    As  to  cancelling  adhesive  stampfl,  see  24  and  25  Vict.,  c.  91,  g  33. 

8  Or  foreign  drafts  or  orders;  23  and  24  Vict.,  c  ir».  ?  IH—or  foreign  promissory- 
notes;  23  and  24  Vict.,  c.  Ill,  §  5. 
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this  country  are  oiily  levied  by  means  of  adhesive  stamps ;  and  the 
person  who  negotiates  the  bill  must  cancel  the  stamp  by  writing 
upon  it  his  name  or  the  name  of  his  firm,  with  the  date  when  he 
does  so  (gr).* 

§  990.  Bankers  in  Scotland,  instead  of  using  stamps  for  their 
promissory-notes  payable  to  the  bearer  on  demand,  or  their  bills  of 
exchange,  may  compound  and  agree  with  the  Treasury  for  a  com- 
position in  lieu  of  such  stamps ;  and  upon  their  doing  so  it  is  "  law- 
ful for  them  to  issue  and  re-issue  all  notes,  and  to  draw  all  such 
bills,  for  which  such  composition  shall  have  been  made,  on  un- 
stamped paper"  (A).* 

In  order  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  bonds  and  mortgages  given 
by  public  companies  under  Acts  of  Parliament  authorising  them  to 
borrow  money,  it  is  enacted,  that  if,  on  the  original  making  and 
issuing  of  such  deeds,  and  before  any  transfer  of  them,  they  shall 
be  stamped  wdtli  a  duty  equal  to  three  times  the  ad  valwem  duty 
chargeable  on  them  by  law,  and  over  and  above  the  said  ad  valorem 
duty,  then  every  transfer  or  assignment  thereafter  made  by  indorse- 
ment thereon  shall  be  exempt  from  the  stamp-duty,  to  which  it 
would  otherwise  have  been  subject  (t).® 

§  991.  If  the  stamp  which  a  document  bears  is  not  applicable 
to  the  kind  of  deed,  but  is  suflBcient  in  amount,  it  is  effectual  "  ex- 
cept in  cases  where  the  stamp"  "shall  have  been  specially  appro- 
priated to  any  other  instrument,  by  having  its  name  on  the  face 
thereof"  (k),  Adliesive  stamps  for  receipts,  and  for  orders  or  drafts 
of  money  payable  to  the  bearer  on  demand,  may  "  be  used  for  the 
purpose  of  denoting  the  like  amount  of  duty,  either  on  a  receipt  or 
on  such  draft  or  order  as  aforesaid,  without  regard  to  the  special 
appropriation  thereof  for  the  other  of  such  instruments,  by  having 
its  name  on  the  face  thereof"  (Z).^    Bills  of  exchange  which  have 


iff)  17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  83,  {  8,  6— See  infra,  §  1002.  (A)  16  and  17  Vict, 

c.  68,  i  7.  (f)  16  and  17  Vict.,  c.  59,  §  14.  (*)  56  Geo.  Ill,  c.  184,  §  10. 

(/)  17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  88,  §  10. 


*  See  23  and  24  Vict.,  c.  15,'  ?  12. 

*  AU  drafts  or  orders  for  payment  to  the  bearer  on  demand,  drawn  on  a  banker 
transacting  business  as  such  within  fifteen  miles  of  the  place  where  such  drafts  or 
orders  are  issued,  are  chargeable  with  the  stamp-duty  of  Id.  for  each  such  draft  or  order; 
21  and  22  Vict.,  c.  20,  |  1.     Previously  such  drafts  or  orders  did  not  require  a  stamp. 

«  24  and  25  Vict.,  c.  50. 

7  It  was  held  that  a  document  in  the  following  terms,—"  Received  from  A  B  the 
Piim  of  £11,  payable  on  demand,"  was  a  promissory-note,  and  required  to  be  stamped  as 
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been  written  on  stamps  of  a  wrong  denomination  may  have  the 
proper  stamp  affixed  to  them  afterwards  on  payment  of  a  penal- 
ty (w).  Of  course,  a  stamp  of  the  proper  denomination,  but  bearing 
a  larger  duty  than  the  document  requires,  is  effectual  {n), 

A  deed  upon  a  stamp  of  inadequate  amount  is  equally  inadmis- 
sible in  evidence  as  one  which  is  unstamped  (o). 

§  992.  Duplicates  and  counterparts  of  deeds  for  which  a  stamp- 
duty  of  five  shillings  and  upwards  (with  progressive  duty)  is  re- 
quired may  be  stamped  with  a  duty  of  five  shillings  for  the  first 
sheet  of  2160  words,  and  a  progressive  duty  of  two  shillings  and 
sixpence  for  every  1080  words  over  and  above  the  first  1080.  But 
the  duplicate  or  counterpart  is  not  available,  except  in  the  case  of 
leases,  unless  it  be  stamped  with  a  particular  stamp  testifying  the 
payment  of  the  proper  stamp-duty  on  the  original  deed  or  instru- 
ment ;  which  particular  stamp  must  be  impressed  on  the  duplicate 
or  counter-part,  on  the  same  being  produced  for  that  purpose  to 
the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  together  with  the  original 
deed  or  instrument,  "  and  on  the  whole  being  duly  executed  and 
duly  stamped  in  all  other  respects"  (p),  "  The  counterpart  of  any 
lease  of  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  being  duly  stamped 
with  the  said  stamp-duty  of  five  shillings,  or  any  higher  stamp-duty 
(exclusive  of  progressive  duty)  and  not  being  executed  or  signed 
by,  or  on  the  behalf  of  any  lessor  or  granter,  shall  be  available  as  a 
counterpart,  without  being  stamped  with  a  particular  stamp  for  de- 
noting or  testifying  the  payment  of  the  stamp-duty  chargeable  on 
the  original  lease"  (r). 

(m)  37  Geo.  Ill,  186,  U  6,  6.  («)  66  Geo,  III,  c.  184,  §  10— Bowack,  1804, 

M.,  "Bill  of  Exchange,"  Appx.,  No.  16.  (o)  Robertson  v.  Ettles,  1834,  7  W.  S., 

176.  {p)  13  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  Sch.  voce  Duplicate.  (r)  16  and  17 

Vict,  c.  69,  i  12. 


such,  and  that  it  could  not  be  stamped  with  a  penny  receipt-stamp;  M'Cubbin  v, 
Stephens,  1866,  18  D.,  1224.  But  mere  acknowledgments  of  debt  do  not  require  a 
stamp;  Hamilton's  Executors  v.  Struthers,  1868,  21  D.,  61.  And  where  a  document 
acknowledged  debt  and  contained  a  promise  to  pay,  but  not  on  a  day  certain,  or  at  sight, 
or  on  demand,  Lord  ArdmiUan  held  that  it  did  not  require  to  be  stamped ;  Brand  v. 
Linton,  1868,  20  D.,  728.  It  was  held  that  a  document  to  the  following  effect,  written 
and  signed  by  a  bank  agent,  was  a  letter  of  credit,  and  required  a  stamp :— "  Edin,  and 
OUugow  Bank,  Cupar  Angm,  \hth  Sept.  1866. — "  Be  so  good  as  pay  the  orders  of  Mr 
Macgregor  on  me,  which  wiU  be  paid  on  presentation  here.  The  sum  to  be  confined  to 
£1000,  and  to  be  paid  within  one  fortnight  from  this  date."  The  document  was  not 
addressed  to  any  one,  and  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Hope),  for  that  reason,  dissented, 
and  thought  the  document  did  not  fall  within  the  stamp  acts ;  Watorston  v.  The  Edin- 
burgh and  Glasgow  Bank,  1858,  20  D.,  642, 
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§  993.  Important  provisions  were  introduced  in  a  recent  stamp 
act,  which  enable  any  one,  on  paying  a  fee  of  ten  shilUngs  to  the 
Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  to  obtain  their  opinion  what 
stamp  a  deed  requires ;  and  upon  payment  of  the  6t«.mp-duty  which 
the  Commissioners  may  determine,  or,  if  the  deed  bears  an  insuffi- 
cient stamp,  on  payment  of  the  difference  between  that  stamp  and 
the  stamp  which  the  deed  ought  to  bear,  and  on  payment  of  the 
l)enalty,  if  any,  payable  on  stamping,  or  if  the  full  stamp-duty  has 
been  previously  paid  or  denoted  upon  the  deed,  then  the  Commis- 
sioners shall  impress  upon  the  deed  a  particular  stamp,  which  shall 
be  deemed  to  signify  and  denote  that  the  full  stamp-duty  chargeable 
on  the  deed  has  been  paid ;  and  every  deed  or  instrument  so  im- 
pressed shall  be  deemed  to  be  duly  stamped,  and  shall  be  receivable 
in  evidence  in  all'courts  of  law  or  equity,  notwithstanding  any  ob- 
jection made  to  it  as  being  insufficiently  stamped.  But  such  stamp 
may  not  be  impressed  upon  any  deed  or  instrument  chargeable  with 
ad  valorem  duty  under  the  head  of  bond  or  mortgage  in  the  sche- 
dule to  the  act,  where  the  same  is  made  as  a  security  for  the  pay- 
ment, or  transfer,  or  re-transfer  of  money  or  stock,  without  any  limit 
as  to  the  amount  thereof.  And  the  act  does  not  authorise  the 
Commissioners  to  stamp  with  the  particular  stamp  referred  to  any 
probate  of  a  will  or  letters  of  administration,  or  to  stamp  therewith 
any  deed  or  instrument  after  subscription  in  any  case  in  which  the 
stamping  thereof  is  expressly  prohibited  (»). 

§  994.  If  a  deed  or  instrument  presented  to  the  Commissioners  of 
Inland  Revenue  under  this  power,  is  in  their  opinion  not  chargeable 
with  any  stamp-duty,  they  are  required  to  impress  upon  it  a  parti- 
cular stamp,  signifying  that  it  is  not  chargeable,  and  the  deed  or 
instrument  so  impressed  may  be  received  as  evidence,  notwithstand- 
ing any  objection  that  it  is  subject  to  stamp-duty  (t). 

§  995.  If  the  party  who  presents  the  deed  to  the  Commis- 
sioners is  dissatisfied  with  their  determination  in  either  of  the  cases 
mentioned  in  the  two  preceding  sections,  he  may  appeal  to  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster,  whose  decision  on  the  point  is 
final  (u). 


(9)  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  §  14.  (t)  16  and  17  Vict.,  c.  69,  i  18. 

(u)  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  §  15—16  and  17  Vict.,  c.  69,  {  18.  The  latter  act  pw- 
vides  that  the  appeal  be  taken  to  "  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  on  the  terms  and 
in  the  manner  provided  "  by  the  act  of  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97 ;  in  which  the  appeal  is 
limited  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster.^ 


«  By  19  and  20  Vict.,  c.  66,  tho  Court  of  Session  is  constituted  the  Court  of  Ex- 
flioquer  ill  Scotland. 
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§  996.  As  to  the  number  of  stamps  required  for  a  deed,  the  rule 
is,  that  if  the  subject-matter  of  the  deed  is  truly  single,  only  one 
stamp  is  necessary,  although  there  may  be  many  persons  interested 
in  diverse  ways  under  it  (x).  This  is  the  case  in  composition- 
contracts  with  creditors,  and  trust-conveyances  by  creditors  in  order 
to  do  common  diligence  with  a  view  to  saving  expense  (y).  So  a 
bond  granted  by  three  persons,  obliging  themselves  jointly  and  se- 
verally to  pay  the  debts  due  to  certain  creditors  (who  were  six  in 
number)  of  a  debtor  against  whom  diligence  had  been  executed, 
was  sustained,  although  it  only  bore  one  stamp  corresponding  to 
the  aggregate  sum  in  the  bond  (z).  Thus,  also,  in  an  English  case, 
a  single  stamp  was  held  to  be  sufficient  for  a  bond  by  six  persons, 
obliging  themselves  severally  in  a  penalty  on  contravention  by  all 
and  each  of  them  of  certain  conditions  (a).  And  a  bond  containing 
a  personal  obligation  by  a  husband,  with  a  disposition  by  his  wife  of 
certain  heritable  property  in  security  of  it,  was  held  to  require  only 
a  stamp  applicable  to  an  heritable  bond  (6). 

§  997.  But  where  a  deed  embraces  separate  transactions,  to 
each  of  which  a  stamp  is  applicable,  it  must  bear  a  corresponding 
number  or  amount  of  stamps,  whether  the  parties  interested  in  the 
transaction  be  the  same  or  different  (c).  This  has  been  held  as  to 
an  instrument  of  protest  which  included  several  bills  between  the 
same  parties  (d),  an  instrument  of  sasine  embracing  infeftment  on 
three  several  charters  (e),  and  a  deed  of  admission  (in  England)  of 
five  burgesses  (/).  The  question  was  once  raised,  whether  a  con- 
veyance to  one  person  in  liferent  and  to  another  in  fee,  bearing  an 
ad  valorem  stamp  applicable  only  to  the  right  of  the  fiar,  was  ade- 
quately stamped  (g).  And  in  a  case  where  Yeaman  conveyed  herit- 
able property  to  Wilkie,  under  burden  of  an  annuity  to  Yeaman 
during  his  life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  widow,  and  the  deed  bore 
the  stamp  required  for  a  conveyance,  but  not  also  that  appropriate 
to  a  grant  of  annuity,  the  Lord  Ordinary  (Cuninghame)  held  that 


(x)  1  BeU'B  Com.,  822— Tait  on  Ev.,  162— Chitty  on  Stamps,  142—1  Phil.  Ev.,  508. 

(y)  Bdl*8  Com.,  aupra,  (z)  Johnston  and  Co.  v.  Athwell,  1801,  M.,  "Writ," 

App.,  No.  6.  (a)  Bowan  v.  Ashley,  1806,  1  Bos.  and  Pull.,  New  R.,  274— See 

also  Davis  v,  Williams,  1811,  18  East,  282.  {b)  Brown  v.  Bedwell,  1880, 9  S., 

186.  (c)  1  Bell's  Com.,  322— Tait  Ev.,  162—1  PhU.  (7th  ed.),  608— Chitty 

on  St,  142,  182.  (rf)  Barbour  v.  Newall,  1828,  2  S.,  828— Come  v.  Barbour, 

1827,  6  S.,  268— Napier  v.  Carson,  1828,  ib.,  600.  (e)  Mackintosh  w.  Grant, 

1881,  9  S.,  688.  (/)  King  v.  Reeks,  1727,  2  Ld.  Raym.,  1446. 

{ff)  Denniston  i\  Campbt^ll,  1824,  8  S.,  218. 
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the  stamp  was  inadequato ;  but  t)ie  Inner  House  waived  the  point, 
and  decided  the  ease  on  other  grounds  (A).* 

§  998.  But  a  stamp  is  not  rendered  useless  by  a  deed  having 
l)een  written  upon  it  which  has  not  been  executed ;  and,  therefore, 
where  a  transfer  of  shares  of  stock  was  on  paper  bearing  the  jiroper 
stamp,  but  on  which  an  unexecuted  lease  had  been  previously  writ- 
ten, and  the  testing  clause  of  the  transfer  bore  that  all  words  "  other 
than  those  contained  in  this  present  assignation,  are,  and  shall  be, 
held  pro  non  acripiis  and  erased,"  the  Court  held  that  the  transfer 
was  duly  stamped  {%).  Nay  more,  a  deed  written  and  executed  on 
a  proper  stamp  is  not  rendered  ineifectual  by  a  second  deed  relating 
to  a  diflFerent  subject  having  been  subsequently  woritten  on  the 
same  paper  (Ar).  And  when  the  same  deed  embraces  diflFerent  mat- 
ters, and  tlie  stamp  applies  only  to  one  of  them,  it  will  be  eflfectual 
in  so  far  as  that  branch  of  it  is  concerned  (?).  It  is  matter  of  evi- 
dence to  which  of  the  transactions  the  stamp  applies  (w).  In 
general  it  will  be  held  applicable  to  the  matter  which  is  first  set 
forth  in  the  deed  (w).  But  if  there  is  ground  for  attributing  it  to 
any  of  the  other  transactions,  it  will  be  so  treated  ;  as,  for  example, 
where  it  had  been  aflSxed  after  the  deed  had  been  executed,  and 
the  stamp-oflSce  receipt  on  it  bore  that  the  penalty  had  been  paid 
by  a  party  who  was  concerned  in  only  one  of  the  transactions  {p)}^ 

(A)  Wilkie  ».  Flowerdew,  1860,  12  D.,  818.  (i)  Longmore  v.  Lindsay, 

1845,  7  D.,  1098.  (k)  Ross  v,  Steven,  1749,  M.,  16,936. 

{I)  1  Bell's  Com.,  322,  note  8— Robertson  v,  Ogilvie,  1834,  12  S.,  680— Coplej  r. 
Day,  1811,  18  East,  241— Perry  v.  Bouchier,  1814,  4  Camp.,  80. 

(m)  Cases  in  preceding  note.  (n)  Robertson  v.  Ogilvie,  tupra — Perry  p. 

Bouchier,  mtpra — Bell's  Com.,  wpra.  (o)  Copley  v.  Day,  supra. 


'  Where  several  letters  are  produced  to  prove  an  agreement,  it  is  sufficient  if  any  of 
them  is  stamped  with  a  shilling  stamp,  whatever  be  the  number  of  the  words  in  the 
letters ;  28  and  24  Vict.,  c.  15,  schedule  voce  Agreement.  Where,  on  the  appointment 
of  a  new  trustee,  the  property  being  the  subject  of  one  trust-settlement,  or  the  subject  of 
several  trusts  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  same  parties,  more  than  one  deed  is  neces- 
sary or  desirable  to  vest  the  trust  property  in  the  now  trustee,  it  is  sufficient  if  one  of 
the  deeds  is  stamped  with  the  duty  of  XI,  15s.,  and  the  others  may  be  stamped  as  dupli- 
cates ;  24  and  26  Vict.,  c.  91,  J  80. 

10  But  if  a  deed  be  granted  for  two  purposes — the  one  primary,  and  the  other  Bubor- 
din  ate, — the  deed  must  be  stamped  as  a  deed  for  the  primary  purpose,  and,  if  it  is  not, 
it  cannot  be  looked  at  when  produced  for  the  subordinate  purpose.  But  it  will  be  held 
well  stamped  if  stamped  as  a  deed  for  its  primary  purpose.  Thus  where  a  discharge  of 
the  sum  in  a  bond,  written  on  the  back  of  the  bond,  contained  besides,  a  warranty  of 
the  discharge,  a  declaration  that  a  certain  bond  and  assignation  and  a  policy  of  asaur- 
anco  had  been  delivered  to  the  granter  of  the  bond,  and  a  clause  of  rogistratiim ;  and 
bore  a  receipt-stamp  only,  the  discharge  was  sustained  as  sufficiently  stamped  ;  because 
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§  999.  Where  the  second  half  of  one  of  the  sheets  of  stamped 
paper  on  which  a  lease  had  been  written  had  been  removed,  and 
had  been  replaced  by  an  unstamped  half-sheet  introduced  immedi- 
ately after  the  half-sheet  which  remained,  and  on  which  the  stamp 
had  been  impressed,  the  deed  was  held  not  to  be  properly  stamped, 
although  the  stamp  would  have  been  sufficient  in  amount  if  the 
unst-amped  leaf  had  not  been  interpolated  (p), 

§  1000.  As  a  stamp  is  exhausted  by  a  deed  having  been  written 
and  executed  on  it,  a  new  stamp  is  requisite  if  any  material  altera- 
tion is  afterwards  made  on  the  deed  (r).  But  the  first  stamp  is  not 
voided  by  alterations  which  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
more  fuUy  explaining  the  original  contract  («),  or  of  correcting 
erix)rs,  and  thereby  making  the  deed  consistent  with  the  original 
intention  of  the  parties  (t).  Alterations  in  suhstantialihua  on  bills 
and  promissory-notes  may  be  made  by  consent  of  the  parties,  if  the 
document  has  not  been  issued  ;  but  alterations  made  thereafter  are 
fatal  (u)}^ 

§  1001.  Upon  the  principle  of  international  law,  that  a  deed 
valid  by  the  lex  loci  contractiis  is  binding  in  another  country,  deeds 
properly  stamped  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  they  are  made, 
and  deeds  which  do  not  require  a  stamp  by  that  law,  are  effectual 
in  this  coimtry,  although  not  bearing  the  stamp  required  for  such 
deeds  by  our  own  statutes  (x).  But,  of  course,  this  principle  does 
not  protect  deeds  executed  in  Britain,  and  falsely  bearing  to  have 
been  made  in  a  country  where  a  stamp  is  not  required  ;  and  a  fraud 
of  this  nature  may  therefore  be  proved  prout  dejure  (y), 

{p)  Nicol  V.  Fraser,  1841,  3  D.,  890.  (r)  1  Bell's  Com.,  821,  322— Tait 

Ev.,  158—1  Phill.  Ev.  (Tth  ed.),  611— Tileley  on  Stamps,  868,  360. 

(*)  Suproy  I  889,  et  ««gr.— Waters  v.  Houghton,  1827,  1  Man.  and  Ry.,  208— Tilsley 
862.  (t)  Supra,  §  889,  et  «?y.— Bellas  Com.,  supra— 1  Phill.  Ev.  (7th  ed.),  617 

—Tilsley,  nqnra.  («)  Supra,  §  889,  et  eeq,  (x)  1  BelFs  Com.,  820— 

Chitty  on  Stamps,  277—1  Phill.  Ev.  (7th  ed.),  606— Story's  Confl.,  g  818— Cnitchy  v. 
Mann,  1814,  6  Taunt.,  629— Snaith  v.  Mignay,  1818,  1  Man.  and  Sel.,  87. 

(y)  1  Bell's  Com.,  321— Robertson  and  Co.  v.  Routledge,  1822,  1  S.,  562— Ogilvie 
P.Taylor,  1849,  12  D.,  266— Jordain  v.  Lashbrook,  1797,  7  Durf.  and  E.,  601— Abraham 
r.  Dubois,  1816,  4  Camp.,  269. 


substantially  it  was  a  receipt,  and  the  other  clauses  in  it  were  collateral  and  subordin- 
ate; Fleming  v.  Robertson,  1869,  21  D.,  982— Tilsley  on  Stamps,  591. 

**  Alterations  on  bills,  even  afler  they  are  issued,  may  be  made  with  consent  of  the 
parties  to  the  bill,  to  correct  a  mistake  and  make  the  bill  consistent  with  the  original 
intentions  of  the  parties.  But  such  alterations,  whether  made  after  or  before  the  bill 
has  been  issued,  will,  if  in  substantialibut,  be  fatal  to  the  bill,  if  made  by  one  party  with- 


§  l*^r2,  A  n.t  »nt  ataii.^'  a»:t  his  imp<-i»-'i  •lu:i»r»  (wLi«:L  are  -l-r- 
iiutt.il  hy  a«Hi*'*i\X'  -Mmj***)  on  bills  of  exrhan^*^  «lrawTi  al-r-;!.!,  ani 
ij.-u'"n.if»  -l  within  the  Uni^-'l  Kin;r"l«'m.  wh^rres*>.-ver  ih"j  m^v  }^ 
j-:iv  ihU-.  Th»;  st.iriit*;  orl.iins  tint  '*  the  h'-Lk-r  of  any  bill  of  "frx- 
*  ij.iii/^f  tlrawn  out  of  th*,*  UnitrMl  Kiii:X'l"m.  an«l  n'»t  haTJn z  a  pr.-»Tnrr 
alh'-iv^-  -.t.iniT*  atKxr-tl  tht-nron  as  h»=^r*jiri  «iir».-i:ttril,  shalL  V-.f-.'re  Lo- 
-»ii.til  j«p-«rit  rhv  sariu»  for  piym*^ut,  or  indorse,  transfer,  or  in  any 
ni.mn^T  n»',r'»tiite  au«  h  hill,  atfix  there* »n  a  proj-*rr  a«ihesive  stamp 
for  thnMtinc^  the  »liity  by  this  aet  <^harir».-*l  on  su»:h  bill:  an*l  the 
j»T-on  who  shill  iri'l'-rse,  t^an'*f^T,  «»r  ne;r-»ti.ite,  such  bill  shalL  l»e- 
fore  he  3I1J1II  'h.-liver  the  <ame  out  of  his  han«Is.  cu5t«>dy,  or  {M.»wer, 
raricel  the  ?tiinip  s«j  affixe<l,'' in  the  m-xle  alreaily  mentiMnetl  (z). 
It  is  al.-o  enarte'l  that  ''  every  bill  of  exchanire  which  shall  purp-^rt 
to  U-  tjrawn  at  any  place  out  of  the  Unite<l  Kingdom,  shalL  for  all 
the  purp«»'«i**s  of  this  art,  be  ileeme«l  to  l>e  a  foreium  bill  of  exchanire, 
drawn  out  of  the  Unit^-d  Kin::rdom,  and  shall  l»e  chargeable  with 
>t;inijMluty  aif.ordinu'^ly,  notwithstandin<r  that  in  fact  the  same  may 
have  been  dnwn  within  the  United  Kingdom"  [fi,.^ 

§  1(^'3.  The  law  is  not  settled  as  to  the  admissildlity  of  a  deed 
wliir:h  is  ineffectual  in  the  locfi^  contractus  from  want  of  the  st«iinp 
required  by  the  law  there  prevailing.  In  such  questions  there  is  a 
conflict  1m: t ween  the  principle  that  the  lex  loci  contractus  regulates 
the  valivlity  of  a  deeil  when  sued  upon  in  a  foreign  country,  and  the 
principle  that  the  courts  of  one  state  are  not  bomid  to  enforce  the 
revenue  laws  of  another,  thereby  i>erhaps  increasing  the  resources 
of  a  Injstile  power.  The  law  on  the  jx^int  seems  to  be,  that  the  lat- 
ter principle  prevails  in  regard  to  dee<l3  made  in  indej)endent 
states  (h) ;  but  that  those  granted  in  any  of  the  British  colonies 
must  hear  the  stamps  required  hy  the  colonial  law  (c).     This  dis- 

(z)  17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  83.  §  5 ;  tupra,  f  989.  (a)  17  and  18  Vict.,  c  83.  }  4. 

(b)  James  v.  Cat)ierworj«i,  1823,  3  Dow.  and  Rj.,  190.  Here  nnatamped  French  re- 
ceipts were  received,  and  Abbot,  C.  J.,  observed,  ^  The  point  is  too  plain  for  argument. 
It  has  been  settled,  or  at  legist  considered  as  settled,  ever  since  the  time  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  that  in  a  British  Court  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  revenue  hiws  of  a  foreign 

state Forei^ni  states  do  not  take  any  notice  of  our  stamp  laws,  and  ^'hv 

should  we  be  more  courteous  to  th»*m  ?  '*  See  also  Wynne  v.  Jackson,  2  Russ.  R.,  851. 
—per  L.  Mackenzie  in  Taylor  v.  Scott,  1847,  9  D.,  1504,  8— Holman  c.  Johnson,  1775, 
1  Cowp.,  843— Planch^  v.  Fletcher,  1779.  1  Doug.,  251— Bouchier  9.  Lawson,  1734, 
Lee's  Ca.  Temp.  Hardw.,  194.  (c)  See  Alves  v.  Hogson,  1797,  7  Durf.  and 

E.,  241— Crutchley  v.  Mann,  1814,  6  Taunt.,  529— Glegg  v.  Levy.  1812,  3  Camp.,  166. 


out  the  con:<f;nt  of  the  othr-r;  Edinburgh  and  Olasgow  Bank  r.  Samson,  1858,  20  D.. 
1240.     Sec  mpra.  I  892,  note  7. 

»2  See  23  Vict.,  c.  15,  and  23  and  24  Vict.,  c.  111.     Supra,  note  \ 
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tinction — which  is  not  established  expressly  by  decision — reconciles 
principles  otherwise  conflicting.  It  is  also  consistent  with  sound 
policy,  on  account  of  the  mutual  interest  and  oneness  of  all  Her 
Majesty's  dominions,  and  because  the  reciprocal  enforcement  of  our 
own  stamp  laws  may  be  secured  in  the  colonies,  which  it  cannot  be 
in  countries  under  a  foreign- government  (d), 

§  1004.  At  all  events,  where  a  deed  or  instrument  executed  on 
unstamped  paper,  in  a  country  which  is  independent  of  the  British 
Crown,  may,  by  the  law  of  that  country,  be  validated  by  being 
stamped  ex  intervailo  on  payment  of  the  duty  or  a  penalty,  it  seems 
to  be  plain  that  the  Courts  of  this  country  ought  not  to  refuse  ac- 
tion on  the  deed  until  it  has  been  transmitted  to  the  foreign  country 
and  there  stamped.  Such  a  deed  was  validly  executed  at  its  date, 
although  it  required  to  be  stamped  before  it  could  sustain  action  in 
the  courts  of  the  locus  contractus ;  and  to  refuse  action  upon  it  in 
this  country  would  be  equivalent  to  ordering  payment  to  be  made 
to  the  exchequer  of  a  foreign  state,  as  the  condition  upon  which  ac- 
tion could  be  enforced  upon  the  deed  in  Britain  (e).  The  difficulty 
noticed  in  the  preceding  section  only  exists  where  it  is  a  nullity  by 
the  lex  loci  contracttis,  that  the  deed  in  issue  was  not  written  on  pa- 
per duly  stamped  before  execution. 

§  1005.  In  general,  the  production  of  the  deed  will  show 
whether  or  not  it  is  properly  stamped.  And  where  there  were  traces 
of  a  stamp  of  some  kind,  and  the  deed  bore  to  be  duly  stamped,  it 
was  held  in  England  that  the  deed  was  admissible,  unless  the  chal- 
lenger proved  that  the  stamp  was  inadequate  (/).  Where  the  ori- 
ginal deed  cannot  be  produced,  the  party  leading  secondary  evi- 
dence of  its  contents,  or  proving  the  tenor  of  it,  is  not  obliged  to 
prove  that  it  was  stamped ;  because  he  is  entitled  to  the  presump- 


(d)  This  distinction  is  recognised  in  Chitty  on  Bills,  121 — Chitty  on  Stamp  Laws, 
276 — ^Tilsley  on  Stamp  Laws,  282.  The  application  of  the  lex  hci  contractus  in  aU  cases 
is  faTonred  by  1  Phill.  (7th  ed.),  606— III.  Bnrge.  Com.,  762— Story,  Conf.  of  Laws, 
ii  260,  318,  681—1  Beirs  Com.,  821— Tait.  Ev.,  166.  {e)  It  is  also  easy  to 

figure  cases  where  adopting  the  opposite  rule  from  that  stated  in  the  text  would  occa- 
sion injustice  and  confusion ;  as  where  the  stamp-office  of  the  foreign  state  refused  or 
delayed  to  affix  the  proper  stamp,  or  where  it  demanded  an  exorbitant  penalty  for  doing 
80  to  a  deed  founded  on  by  a  British  subject,  while  it  dealt  leniently  with  unstamped 
deeds  (perhape  forming  parts  of  the  same  series  of  transactions)  in  whfch  a  foreigner 
was  grantee.  (/)  Doe  d.  Fryer  v.  Coombs,  1842,  3  Ad.  and  Ell.,  New  R., 

687. 
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tion  omne  rite  et  solennifet*  actum  (g)^^  But  slight  evidence  of  want 
of  stamping  will  reverse  the  burden  of  proof;  as  where  a  witness 
producing  the  counterpart  of  a  deed,  which  was  withheld  by  the 
party  against  whom  he  was  adduced,  deponed  that  the  other  part 
was  unstamped  (A). 

§  1006.  An  unstamped  deed  is  admissible  in  order  to  prove 
facts  collateral  to  its  purpose,  as  a  deed  requiring  to  be  stamped. 
The  reason  is,  that  the  fisk  is  only  concerned  with  excluding  the 
document  as  evidence  of  the  matter  to  which  the  stamp  is  appli- 
cable, and  that  while  courts  of  law  are  bound  to  protect  the  revenue, 
"  it  is  not  their  duty  to  strain  the  construction  of  the  stamp  acts, 
so  as,  without  regarding  the  object  of  the  Legislature,  to  deprive 
parties  of  the  means  of  evidence  "  (t). 

The  leading  decision  on  this  subject  occurred  recently  in  an  ac- 
tion for  payment  of  an  alleged  balance  of  money  due  for  work  exe- 
cuted by  the  pursuer,  where  the  defender  tendered  an  account  to 
which  a  signed,  but  unstamped,  writing  was  annexed  in  these 
terms, — "  I  acknowledge  to  have  received  from  K.  Matheson  sixty- 
eight  pounds  nine  shillings  and  four  pence,  being  balance  amount 
of  pay-bills  payed  from  7th  August  to  10th  December  both  inclu- 
sive.*' The  sum  corresponded  with  the  balance  in  the  account,  and 
the  defender  tendered  the  writing,  not  as  proof  of  payment  of  that 
sum  (which  was  admitted)  but  as  an  admission  by  the  pursuer  of 
the  accuracy  of  the  account  and  relative  balance  as  at  a  certain 
date.  The  Court  of  Session,  by  a  majority  of  the  whole  judges,  re- 
jected the  document,  holding  that  it  required  to  be  written  on  a  re- 
ceipt-stamp ;  but  the  House  of  Lords  reversed  the  decision,  on  the 
ground  that  the  document  was  not  tendered  in  order  to  prove  the 
receipt  of  money,  but  a  matter  entirely  independent  of  its  contents, 
as  evidence  of  that  fact  (k).  In  reviewing  the  decisions  in  this 
class  of  cases,  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  observed, — "  Upon  a 
consideration  of  the  cases  both  in  this  country  and  in  Scotland,  but 
particularly  in  this  country,  I  find  that  they  are  so  very  inconsis- 
tent with  one  another,  and  they  seem  in  most  instances  to  be  so 

(^)  1  Bell's  Com.,  322,  note  6— More's  Notes,  887— Tait,  164— Shand  Prac,  888— 
Crisp  V.  Anderson,  1815,  1  Stark  R.,  36.  (A)  Orowther  v.  Solomons,  1848. 

18  Law  Journ.,  N.  S.  (Com.  PI.),  92— See  also  Rippinier  v.  Wright,  1819,  2  Bam.  and 
Aid.,  478— R.  f^.  Inhab.  of  Castle  Morton,  1820,  3  ib.,  688.  ^(O  Per  Lord 

Brongham  in  Matheson  v.  Ross,  infra.  (k)  Matheson  v.  Ross,  1849,  6  BeU's 

Ap.  Ca.,  874 ;  reyeraing,  9  D.,  1366. 


13  Closmadeuc  i'.  Carrel,  1866,  18  Scott's  C.  B.,  36— Best  on  Evidence  (8d  ed.).  810. 
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little  regulated  by  any  fixed  rule  or  principle,  that  it  would  be  a 
hopeless  task  to  endeavour  to  reconcile  them."     At  the  same  time, 
his  Lordship  added,  that  it  appeared  to  him  "  that,  from  all  the 
cases,  a  certain  principle  may  be  extracted,  which  seems  to  have 
regulated  the  minds  of  the  judges  who  decided  those  cases ;  although 
questions  may  be  raised  undoubtedly  upon  many  of  them  as  to  the 
mode  in  which  that  principle  is  to  be  applied."     The  learned  Lord" 
then  proceeded  to  show  that  the  question,  whether  an  unstamped 
deed  is  tendered  for  a  collateral  purpose,   does   not  depend   on 
whether  the  obligation,  discharge,  or  other  matter  to  which  the 
stamp  applies,  is  directly,  or  is  only  incidentally,  involved  in  the 
issue,  but  upon  whether  the  document  is  tendered  in  order  to  prove 
that  there  has  been  such  an  obligation   or  discharge,  whatever 
bearing,  direct  or  collateral,  that  fact  may  have  upon  the  cause. 
Lord  Brougham,  also,  observing  that  it  was  "  absolutely  hopeless  " 
to  attempt  to  reconcile  the  cases,  expressed  a  similar  opinion  on 
what  is  a  collateral  purpose ;  an  expression  which  his  Lordship 
thought  was  not  perfectly  accurate,   or  always  very  intelligible. 
With  reference  to  the  question  immediately  before  the  House,  his 
Lordship  observed — **  If  the  docimient  is  used  in  a  way  to  mix  up 
with  it  the  receiving  or  paying  of  money,  so  that,  upon  the  whole, 
a  receipt  of  money  is  the  matter  for  which,  or  in  respect  of  which, 
or  connected  with  which,  the  document  is  used,  it  requires,  past  all 
doubt,  to  have  a  stamp,  because  it  is  in  one  way  or  another  used  as 
a  receipt.     But  if  the  same  document  is  used  for  a  totally  different 
purpose,  it  is  to  me  perfectly  clear  that  it  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
a  receipt."     Lord  Campbell's  view  was  more  strict  as  to  the  admis- 
sibility of  the  document.     Concurring  with  the  other  noble  and 
learned  Lords  on  a  distinction  pointed  out  by  the  term  "  collateral 
purpose,"  his  Lordship  considered  that  the  admissibility  of  the 
document  did  not  depend  on  whether  the  party  ostensibly  tendered 
it  to  prove  a  collateral  fact,  but  on  whether  the  issue  involved  only 
such  a  fact,  and  not  any  matter  which  could  be  affected  by  proof 
of  the  transaction  or  obligation  for  which  the  stamp  was  required. 
His  Lordship  observed, — "  My  opinion  is,  that  if  a  document  pur- 
porting to  be  a  receipt,  but  imstamped,  is  offered  in  evidence  for 
any  purpose  during  a  trial,  if  it  would  be  evidence  when  stamped 
as  a  receipt  to  establish  any  point  that  is  litigated  between  the 
parties,  it  cannot  be  received  for  a  collateral  purpose,  merely  by 
the  parties  saying  *  I  offer  it  for  a  collateral  purpose,  and  let  the 
receipt  part  be  taken  pro  non  acripto*    I  think  you  cannot  ab- 
stract a  part  of  the  document  in  this  manner,  and  give  the  rest 
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in  evidence.  Tlie  criterion,  therefore,  seems  to  me  to  be,  not 
whether  the  party  seeks  to  make  use  of  it  as  a  receipt,  but  whether 
it  can  be  made  use  of  as  a  document  to  settle  any  question  liti- 
gated between  the  parties ;  and  had  this  sum  of  £68  :  9  :  4  been 
in  dispute,  I  should  have  thought  that  this  document  would  not 
liave  been  receivable  in  evidence  for  any  collateral  purpose.  For 
■  only  see  the  danger  that  would  arise.  Can  the  jury  be  told,  *  You 
are  to  discharge  from  your  minds  everything  that  applies  to  the  re- 
ceipt that  is  not  upon  stamped  paper,  and  therefore  it  is  not  in  evi- 
dence : — ^but  you  are  to  look  to  the  other  part  of  it,  and  that  you 
are  to  apply  to  another  and  a  collateral  purpose/  I  think  this  would 
be  a  dangerous  doctrine  ;  I  find  no  case  that  has  gone  so  far." 

§  1007.  Without  attempting  to  reconcile  the  decided  cases, — 
which  would  be  a  futile  task, — the  following  may  be  noted  as  far- 
ther bearing  upon  the  doctrine  evolved  by  the  case  of  Matheson  v. 
Boss.  A  parish  clergymen  addressed  a  letter  to  the  presbytery  of 
the  bounds,  stating  that  owing  to  age  and  infirmity  he  had  become 
unable  to  discharge  his  duties,  that  he  therefore  requested  the  pres- 
bytery to  take  steps  for  the  appointment  of  an  assistant  and  succes- 
sor to  him,  and  that  he  would  give  bond  for  the  annual  sum  of  £50 
to  the  person  so  to  be  appointed.  The  patron  thereafter  presented 
an  assistant  and  successor ;  and  the  minister  opposed  the  appoint- 
ment, on  the  ground  that  he  had  not  consented  to  the  person  so 
nominated.  The  presentee  and  presbytery  having  founded  on  the 
letter,  it  was  admitted  to  prove  the  consent,  notwHithstanding  the 
objection  that  it  contained  an  obligation  to  pay  money  and  was  im- 
stamped  (Z). 

§  1008.  In  another  case,  a  party  seeking  to  reduce  on  the 
ground  of  facility  and  circumvention  a  deed  of  settlement,  dated 
11th  September,  founded  (among  other  evidence)  upon  a  deed  dated 
20th  November,  by  which  the  deceased  revoked  all  deeds  of  settle- 
ment executed  by  him  within  the  previous  three  months.  The  de- 
fender tendered  a  writing,  executed  by  the  deceased  on  21st  No- 
vember, and  duly  tested,  which  set  forth  that  a  certain  person  had 
repeatedly  called  upon  the  deceased  to  induce  him  to  alter  the  deed 
of  11th  September,  and  that  the  day  preceding  (that  is,  on  20th 
November)  the  deceased,  contrary  to  his  wishes,  had  been  induced 
by  that  person  to  execute  a  deed  or  deeds  revoking  all  his  previous 
deeds  of  settlement.  The  document  concluded  by  a  clause  ratifying 
and  confirming  the  deed  of  11th  September,  and  revoking  all  other 


[l)  Paton  V.  E.  Zetland,  1843,  5  D.,  1049. 
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Rettlements  or  writings  inconsistent  with  it.  The  pursuer  objected 
that  this  document,  being  a  deed  of  revocation,  was  inadmissible, 
as  it  did  not  bear  a  deed  stamp.  The  presiding  judge  (Lord  Presi- 
dent Boyle)  repelled  the  objection ;  and  his  Lordship's  ruling  was 
sustained  on  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Lords  Gillies  and  Mackenzie 
considered  that  as  the  only  issue  before  the  jury  was  facility  and 
circumvention,  the  document  was  admissible  in  order  to  rebut  that 
issue,  by  showing  the  state  of  mind  in  which  the  deceased  had  been, 
and  his  feelings  towards  the  pursuer  at  a  certain  date ;  while  its 
application  to  that  purpose  did  not  depend  on  its  validity  as  a  deed 
of  revocation.  Lord  FuUerton  considered  that  the  document  was 
admissible,  because  in  its  own  intrinsic  character  it  did  not  require 
a  stamp.  But  if  a  stamp  had  been  necessary  to  give  it  validity  as 
a  deed,  his  Lordship  was  of  opinion  that  it  would  have  been  inad- 
missible for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  used.  This  decision  seems 
not  to  be  consistent  with  the  view  expressed  by  Lord  Campbell  in 
Matheson  v,  Eoss  (m)  ;  because  the  document,  if  properly  stamped 
and  admitted  to  prove  the  revocation  and  corroboration  respectively 
which  it  set  forth,  might  have  had  an  important  bearing  upon  the 
issue. 

§  1009.  Again,  in  a  trial  of  an  issue,  whether  the  defender  had 
"  wrongfully,  maliciously,  and  without  probable  cause,"  used  certain 
arrestments  on  the  dependence  of  an  action  in  which  he  was  ulti- 
mately unsuccessful,  an  unstamped  deed  of  agreement  between  him 
and  a  third  person  was  admitted  as  evidence  of  probable  cause  (n). 
The  presiding  judge  (Lord  Just.-Cl.  Hope)  observed,  "  We  are  not 
now  in  a  question  of  proof  as  to  the  property  of  the  sheep  (the 
matter  to  which  the  deed  related).  The  question  is,  whether  the 
defender  had  probable  cause  for  claiming  them  upon  the  assump- 
tion of  their  being  his.  In  that  view  I  think  the  document  is  not 
to  be  refused."  On  the  same  principle,  if  diligence  had  proceeded 
on  a  bill  or  other  document  bearing  an  inadequate  stamp,  the  docu- 
ment would  be  admissible  for  the  creditor  in  an  action  of  damages 
for  wrongous  use  of  diligence.  There  seems  to  be  little  doubt  of 
the  justice  of  such  a  principle ;  although,  perhaps,  it  is  hardly  within 
the  rule  laid  down  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Matheson 
V,  Boss,  above  cited  (o).^* 


(to)  Supra,  i  1006.  (n)  Henning  v.  Hewatson,  1862,  14  D.,  1084.    His 

Lordship's  mling  was  excepted  to.     See  also  Nimmo  v,  Stewart,  1882,  10  S.,  844. 

(o)  In  the  following  cases,  also,  the  Court  admitted  unstamped  writings  when  ten- 

1*  In  a  question  as  to  the  onerosity  of  the  indorsation  on  a  biU ;  an  account  ren- 
VOL.  I.  2  Q 
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§  1010.  It  ^ill  not  be  good  objection  to  a  docnment  tendered 
as  proof  of  a  {)er8on's  handwriting,  and  admitted  to  be  genuine, 
tliat  it  is  unstamped ;  as  the  obligation,  or  other  matter  to  which 
the  stamp  applies,  is  quite  foreign  to  the  purpose  for  which  the 
document  is  used  (/>). 

§  1011.  An  unstamped  receipt  is  not  admissible  to  prove  that 
a  certain  correua  paid  a  debt,  the  payment  of  which  by  some  one 
of  the  joint  obligants  is  admitted  by  the  creditor  (r). 

§  1012.  It  has  been  held  in  England  that  where  a  stamped 
deed  has  been  altered  by  a  document  which  does  not  bear  the  proi)er 
stamp  to  make  it  effectual  as  a  deed,  the  latter  may  be  looked  at  in 
order  to  show  that  there  has  been  an  alteration  ;  because,  if  it  were 
not,  a  deed  would  be  enforced  which  the  parties  intended  should 
no  longer  be  binding  («).  This,  however,  is  thought  not  to  be  a 
sufficient  ratio,  where  the  party  founding  on  the  document  may  get 
it  stamped  on  payment  of  a  penalty,  and  the  doctrine  may  be 
questioned  in  other  cases  also.     ' 

§  1013.  A  recent  statute  enacts,  that  "  every  instrument  liable 
to  stamp-duty  shall  be  admitted  in  evidence  in  any  criminal  pro- 
ceeding, although  it  may  not  have  the  stamp  required  by  law  im- 
pressed thereon,  or  affixed  thereto"  {t).     This  rule  therefore,  ap- 


dered  for  what  were  considered  as  collateral  purposes ;  Balfour  o.  Lyle,  1S82, 10  S.,  8&S 
—Gray  r.  Johnstone,  1838,  Macf.  R.,  64— Henderson  v.  Steele,  1829,  7  S.,  803 — Bennie 
V.  Mack,  1832,  10  S.,  255— Erskine  v,  Erskine,  1819,  2  Mur.,  184.  None  of  these  de- 
cisions seem  to  he  reooncileahle  with  the  views  expressed  hy  the  House  of  Lords  in  the 
case  of  Matheson  v.  Boss,  tuprcL,  {  1006.  {p)  Per  curiam  in  Mackenzie  tr.  Craw- 

ford, 1839,  1  D.,  1091.  (r)  Scott  v,  Burd,  1845.  8  D.,  26. 

(«)  French  r.  Patten,  1808,  9  East,  361— Reed  v,  Deere,  1827,  7  B,  and  C,  261. 
The  ratio  of  these  decisions  would  make  an  unstamped  discharge  admissihle  in  aU  cases, 
lest  the  obligation  should  be  enforced  after  it  had  been  extinguished. 

(t)  17  and  18  Vict.,  c.  88,  {  27.  Before  this  statute  was  passed,  unstamped  docu- 
ments had  been  received  for  the  Crown  in  criminal  cases ;  Mackenzie,  1846,  Arkl.,  97 
— Beattie,  1860,  J.  Shaw's  R.,  866—2  Al.  Crim.  Law,  610— Bramwell,  28th  July  1819, 
there  noted— Dover  v.  Maestaer,  1803,  6  Esp.,  92— See  Bell's  Notes,  280, 1. 


dered  by  the  drawers  of  the  bill  to  the  acceptor,  and  containing  entries  of  money  paid 
by  the  acceptor,  was  admitted  to  show  the  state  of  the  balance  at  its  date  between  the 
parties  to  the  bill,  though  it  was  unstamped ;  Bannatyne  v.  Wilson,  1866,  18  D.,  280. 
Jottings  on  an  unstamped  promissory-note,  which  were  holograph  of  the  maker,  and  re- 
lated to  payments  of  interest  on  the  sum  in  the  note,  were  received  in  evidence  of  a 
loan  by  the  maker  of  the  note  to  the  payee ;  Eraser  v.  Bruce,  1867,  20  D.,  116.  But 
when  a  defender  insisted  that  a  pursuer  should  find  caution  for  the  expenses  of  process, 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  divested  himself  of  his  property — a  disposition  omnium 
bonorum  by  the  pursuer  was  rejected  as  evidence  of  the  divestiture,  because  it  was  un- 
stamped; M'Queen  v.  Murdoch,  1861,  23  D.,  726. 
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plies,  whether  the  document  is  tendered  for  the  Crown  or  for  the 
prisoner.    •  0 

§  1014.  An  unstamped  deed  may  be  used  by  a  witness  to  refresh 
his  memory,  where  parole  of  the  matters  which  it  sets  forth  is  ad- 
missible (w) ;  and  if  ho  has  become  blind  since  it  was  written  or 
signed,  it  may  be  read  over  to  him  (x). 

§  1015.  As  the  national  object  of  the  stamp  acts'  ought  not  to 
be  defeated  by  the  private  agreement  of  litigants,  it  {&  pars  Judicis 
to  enforce  them  for  protection  of  the  revenue.  Accordingly,  the 
objection  that  a  document  is  unstamped  may  be  stated  at  any  stage 
of  the  cause,  although  there  is  no  plea  on  record  to  raise  it,  and  al- 
though it  may  involve  a  proof  collateral  to  the  issue  (a).  And  if 
the  objection  has  been  raised,  it  may  not  be  waived  upon  consent 
of  parties  (6).  But  it  may  not  be  raised  after  the  parties  have 
been  out  of  Court,  and  the  docimient  has  been  followed  by  decree  in 
a  competent  process  without  the  objection  having  been  taken  (c).^ 

§  1016.  All  deeds  and  instruments  executed  on  paper  not 
properly  stamped  (unless  falling  under  some  special  enactment  as 
to  stamping,  after  execution)  may  be  validated  by  subsequent 
stamping  under  certain  penalties,  which  the  Commissioners  of  In- 
land Revenue  have  power  to  remit  in  whole  or  part,  if  they  are 
satisfied  that  the  omission  did  not  arise  from  intention  to  defraud 
the  revenue,  and  if  the  deed  has  been  brought  to  them  for  stamping 
within  twelve  months  after  execution  (d).  From  this  privilege  are 
excepted  bills  of  exchange  and  promissory-notes  (e) ;  which  can 

(tt)  Dickson  v.  Taylor,  1816,  1  Mur.,  142— Catt  v,  Howard,  1820,  3  Stark  R.,  8— 
Bambert  v.  Cohen,  1790,  4  Esp.,  218— Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  1801,  1  East,  461— Manghan 
V.  Hnbbard,  1828,  8  Barn,  and  Cress.,  14—2  Al.  Cr.  Law,  510—1  PhiU.  Ev.  (7th  ed.), 
604 — Chitty  on  Stamps,  282,  821.  (z)  Jacob  v.  Lindsay,  supra — Al.  Cr.  Law, 

tupra.  (a)  This  is  constantly  seen  in  practice.     In  a  reduction  of  certain  bills, 

the  objection  that  a  new  obligant  had  signed  after  the  bills  had  been  issued,  and  there* 
fore  that  the  stamp  had  been  marred,  was  entertained  after  the  record  had  been  closed, 
and  when  neither  fact  nor  law  appeared  on  record  to  raise  the  point ;  Home  v.  Purves, 
1886, 14  S.,  898.  Lord  Balgray  observed  in  this  case, — "  I  have  known  the  objection 
taken  up  for  the  first  time  in  the  House  of  Lords."  (b)  Cadzow  v,  Wilson,  1880, 

6  Mur.,  99.  (c)  Napier  v.  Carson,  1828,  6  S.,  500— Barbour  v.  Grierson,  1828,  ib., 

860— See  also  HaUey  v.  Leitch,  1888,  12  S.,  68— Graham  v.  Gordon,  1842,  4  D.,  908 ; 
infra,  I  1020.  (rf)  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  g  12—44  Geo.  Ill,  c.  98,  §  24.     By  re- 

gulations of  the  Inland  Revenue  Office,  deeds  may  be  stamped  within  sixty  days  with- 
out a  penalty.  (e)  44  Geo.  Ill,  ib. — 18  and  14  Vict,  supra. 


u  jn  England  the  objection  must  be  taken  when  the  document  is  tendered  in  evi« 
dence ;  Robinson  v.  Vernon,  1860,  Scott's  C.  B.  N.  8.,  285. 

2q2 
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only  l)e  stamped  afterwards,  if  they  were  originally  written  on  paper 
bearing  a  stamp  of  adequate  amount  but  wrong  denomination  (/). 
Receipts  may  be  stami)ed  within,  but  not  beyond,  a  month  after 
they  "  shall  be  given  or  bear  date "  (gr).  Charter-parties  may  be 
stam^Kid  within  a  month  from  the  first  date  they  bear,  and  on  pay- 
ment of  a  penalty  (A).  Bills  of  lading  cannot  be  stamped  after 
subscription  (t).  A  stamp  cannot  be  affixed  to  executed  policies 
of  marine  insurance  (i),  except  in  cases  of  additional  stamps  for 
policies  of  mutual  insurance  which  were  not  underwritten  for  a 
sum  beyond  what  the  original  stamp  would  warrant  (Z).  Proxies 
for  voting  at  meetings  of  shareholders  of  joint-stock  companies  may 
not  be  stamped  after  subscription  (m). 

§  1017.  Such  agreements  as  are  subject  only  to  a  stamp  of  two 
shillings  and  6ixi)ence  may  be  stamped  within  fourteen  days  of 
execution,  without  payment  of  any  penalty  (n).  A  similar  privilege 
extends  to  attested  copies  of  deeds,  if  stamped  within  sixty  days 
from  the  date  of  attestation  (o).  Deeds  executed  abroad,  also,  may 
be  stamped  without  any  penalty,  if  presented  to  the  Commissioners 
of  Inland  Revenue  within  two  months  after  they  have  been  re- 
ceived in  the  United  Kingdom  {p), 

§  1018.  Formerly,  when  a  deed  was  stamped  after  execution,  a 
receipt  for  the  penalty  was  written  upon  it.  But  now,  in  lieu  of 
this  receipt,  a  stamp  denoting  the  penalty  is  impressed  on  the  deed 
in  addition  to  the  usual  stamp  applicable  to  it ;  and  no  deed  or  in- 
strument which  has  been  stamped  after  execution  can  be  pleaded 
or  given  in  evidence,  unless  it  shall  have  been  stamped  with  the 
particular  stamp  referred  to  (r). 

§  1019.  A  deed  stamped  after  execution,  where  that  is  compe- 
tent, is  equally  valid  as  if  it  had  been  written  upon  paper  or  vellum 
previously  stamped  («). 

§  1020.  Where  subsequent  stamping  is  competent,  and  the 
statutory  period  for  it  (if  any  such  is  prescribed)  has  not  expired, 
it  may  take  place  at  any  stage  of  the  cause  in  which  the  document 
is  produced,  and  although  the  parties  have  joined  issue  on  the  deed 

(/)  87  Geo.  Ill,  c.  186,  {}  6,  6.    'Even  in  such  cases  tliere  is  a  penalty. 

(ff)  35  Geo.  Ill,  c.  55,  §2  10,  11.    This  also  is  under  a  penalty. 

(A)  6  and  6  Vict.,  c  79,  §  21.  (t)  lb.  (*)  85  Geo.  Ill,  c.  68,  §  14. 

(/)  9  Geo.  IV,  c.  49,  §  1.  (m)  7  and  8  Vict.,  c.  21,  U  6,  7. 

(n)  7  and  8  Vict.,  c.  21,  {  5.  Such  agreements  may  be  stamped  after  the  fourteen 
days  on  payment  of  a  penalty ;  ib.  Agreements  subject  to  a  higher  duty  fall  under  the 
general  provision  of  13  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  J  12,  and  relative  regulations,  n^rra  ((Q. 

(o)  89  and  40  Geo.  Ill,  c.  84,  i  2.  (p)  18  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97.  }  13. 

(r)  lb.,  §  12.  («)  37  Geo.  Ill,  c.  136,  |  2—13  and  14  Vict.,  c.  97,  §  12. 
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when  unstamped  (t).  The  Court  are  also  in  the  constant  practice 
of  sisting  process,  in  order  to  allow  this  objection  to  be  removed  be- 
fore they  pronounce  judgment  (u).  Even  after  a  jury  trial,  where 
one  party  has  lost  in  consequence  of  a  document  tendered  by  him 
being  excluded  as  unstamped,  the  Court  allow  a  new  trial  on  its 
being  produced  to  them  with  the  defect  removed  (x).  And  where 
the  parties  to  a  trial  had  agreed  that  copies  should  be  received  as 
originals,  and  a  copy  of  an  unstamped  deed  was  admitted  without 
objection,  it  was  held  that  the  want  of  stamping  could  not  be 
pleaded  in  a  bill  of  exceptions  on  other  grounds,  the  proper  stamp 
having  been  impressed  on  the  deed  in  the  meantime  (y). 

§  1021.  Subsequent  stamping  validates  diligence  on  the  un- 
stamped deed  by  adjudication  or  inhibition  (z),  by  action  of  mails 
and  duties  (a),  or  poinding  the  ground  (6),  and  even  by  caption 
and  imprisonment  (c).  But  in  a  suspension  of  a  charge,  on  the 
ground  that  the  deed  on  which  it  proceeded  was  not  duly  stamped, 
the  Court  refused  to  delay  disposing  of  the  case  until  a  proper  stamp 
should  have  been  a£Sxed ;  and  they  accordingly  granted  the  sus- 
pension on  caution  (rf).  Where  the  claim  of  a  creditor  in  a  seques- 
tration has  been  rejected,  because  the  deed  on  which  it  proceeded 
was  unstamped,  it  will  be  sustained  on  the  deed  being  stamped  in 
the  interval  between  the  finding  of  the  trustee  and  the  decision  of 
the  Court  on  a  reclaimer  (e).  And  the  same  rule  applies  to  the 
case  of  a  creditor,  whose  vote  for  the  trustee  has  been  rejected  cmi 
the  ground  that  his  document  of  debt  was  not  stamped  (/).  Nay 
more,  where  the  debt  of  the  petitioning  creditor  in  a  sequestration 
was  founded  on  an  unstamped  deed,  the  sequestration  was  sustained 
against  a  petition  for  recal  at  the  instance  of  the  bankrupt,  the  deed 


(l)  Gases  in  following  notes.  It  has  been  qnestioned  whether  a  deed  may  be  stamped 
after  the  case  has  been  heard  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  Miller  v.  Moodie,  1838,  7  W.  S., 
12.  (tt)  See,  for  example,  Boyd  v.  M'Kenna,  1824,  2  S.,  712— M'Niven  v. 

Hnntor,  1836,  14  S.,  685— Union  Insurance  Co.  v.  Bontine,  1888,  16  S.,  1241— Chnrch 
V.  Sbarpe,  1848,  5  D.,  876— Harvey  v.  Miller,  1846,  7  D.,  898.  But  see  Mackintosh  v. 
Grant,  1831,  9  S.,  588,  infra,  (A).  (x)  Wallace  v.  Gray,  1886,  14  S.,  641— 

Ivison  V.  Edin.  Silk  Co.,  1846,  8  D.,  286.  (y)  Graham  v.  Gordon,  1842, 4  D.,  908. 

(z)  Kingstone's  Cre.,  1748,  Elch.,  "Writ,"  No.  14— Lamont  v.  Lament's  Crs.,  1789, 
M.,  5494 ;  16,945— Wright  ».  Murray,  29th  June  1821,  as  noticed  by  Lord  Ordinary  in 
Davidson  r.  Gibb,  w/ro— See  also  Smith  v.  Flowerdew,  1850,  12  D.,  818. 

(a)  Davidson  v.  Gibb,  1888,  1  D.,  10.  (6)  Wood  v.  Ker,  1888,  1  D.,  14. 

(e)  King  v.  Baillie,  1844,  7  D.,  228.  (d)  Lillie  v.  Finlater,  1885,  14  S.,  127 

—  See  also  Mackintosh  i;.  Grant,  infra,  (A).  (e)  Law  v.  M'Laren,  1849,  11  D., 

1489.  (/)  Merries  v.  Glen,  1848,  6  D.,  97— Ironside  v.  M*Gowan,  1847,  19  Sc. 

Jur.,  597. 
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having  in  the  meantime  been  stamped  (g).  In  like  manner,  an 
action  of  removing,  which  was  raised  on  an  unstamped  lease,  may  be 
proceeded  with  on  the  defect  being  cured  (A). 

§  1022.  The  want  of  a  proper  stamp  is  only  fatal  to  the  docu- 
ment, and  does  not  affect  the  obligation,  discharge,  or  other  trans- 
action therein  set  forth,  except  in  so  far  as  that  may  depend  on  the 
deed.  Accordingly,  if  an  obligation,  to  the  constitution  of  which 
writing  is  not  essential  ex  solennitate^  is  admitted  on  record,  the  ob- 
jection that  the  document  constituting  it  is  unstamped  will  be  un- 
availing ;  the  record  being  full  proof  without  reference  to  the  docu- 
ment (t).  And  where  a  bill  or  other  document  has  been  cut  down 
on  accouift  of  not  being  duly  stamped,  the  creditor  may  prove  the 
debt  by  the  debtor's  ^Tit  or  oath  on  reference,  or  by  such  other  evi- 
dence as  the  case  admits  of  (i).  But  where  a  document,  if  stamped, 
would  have  required  to  be  produced,  and  parole  of  its  terms  would 
have  been  inadmissible,  under  the  rule  which  requires  the  best  evi- 
dence, parole  will  not  be  rendered  competent  to  prove  the  obligation, 
in  consequence  of  tlie  deed  being  excluded  as  unstamped  (Z).  Ac- 
cordingly, where  documents  wliich  were  held  to  constitute  a  lease 
for  a  year  were  unstamped,  and  therefore  inadmissible,  the  Court 
refused  to  admit  parole  of  the  terms  of  the  contract  {m)}^ 


(g)  Robb  V.  Forrest,  1831.  8  S.,  1036 ;  affd.,  6  W.  S.,  740. 

(h)  M'Naught  v.  Graham,  1834,  12  8.,  619— Roes  v,  Webster.  1834,  12  S.,  308. 
The  same  rule  was  applied  in  election  cases,  where  a  party  claimed  on  a  deed  not  pro- 
perly stamped,  and  got  the  defect  cured  before  Ms  claim  had  been  finally  disposed  of ; 
A  B,  16th  February  1819  (not  rep.),  noted  1  Bell's  Com.,  789 — Dennistoune  v.  Camp- 
bell, 1824,  3  S.,  218.  But  where  a  claim  had  been  rejected  by  the  Freeholders'  Court  on 
other  grounds,  and  on  the  case  coming  to  the  Court  of  Session  the  objection  was,  for  the 
first  time,  taken  that  the  deed  claimed  upon  was  not  duly  stamped,  the  Court  held  that 
the  claim  had  been  properly  rejected,  and  refused  to  supersede  the  case  until  the  defect 
should  be  cured ;  Mackintosh  v.  Grant,  1831,  9  S.,  588. 

(f)  1  Bell's  Com.,  322--per  L.  Ch.  Eldon  in  Huddleston  v,  Briscoe,  1806,  11  Vesey, 
696— -Thynne  v.  Protheroe,  1814,  2  Ma.  and  Sel.,  564 — See  also  Matheson  ».  Roas, 
1847,  9  D.,  1866 ;  reversed  on  merits,  6  Bell's  Ap.  Ca.,  374,  noted  mpra,  §  1006.  But 
merely  admitting  that  the  deed  in  question  was  signed,  without  admitting  the  obliga- 
tion, is  not  sufficient ;  Greenock  Bank  v.  Darroch,  1884,  13  S.,  190.  And  admissions  of 
the  obligation  will  not  obviate  the  want  of  stamping,  unless  they  were  made  on  record ; 
Ogilvie  V,  Taylor,  1849,  12  D.,  266.  (*)  Bell's  Com.,  w/wa— GaU  v,  Fordyce. 

1828,  6  S.,  943— Greenock  Bank  v.  Darroch,  »i(pra— Chitty  on  Stamps,  323— Brown  v. 
Watts,  1808,  1  Taunt.,  358~Farr  v.  Price,  1800,  1  East,  68.  (t)  See  tupra,  |  114 

—Cases  in  next  note.  (to)  Hutchison  r.  Ferrier,  1861,  18  D..  887  (afid.  on  an- 

other ground,  1  Macq.,  196 >— See  also  R.  v.  Inhab.  of  St  Paul's,  1795,  6  Durf.  and  E., 


1*  In  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  under  a  written  contract,  which  referred 
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§  1023.  Where  writing  is  essential  to  the.  constitution  of  a 
right  or  obligation,  e.gr.,  a  sale  of  heritage  not  followed  by  rei  inter- 
venius,  the  want  of  such  a  document  duly  stamped  (where  stamping 
is  required)  cannot  be  obviated  by  other  evidence,  or  even  by  ad- 
missions on  record ;  because,  unless  the  contract  has  been  completed 
in  the  mode  referred  to,  there  is  locus  penitentiae  from  it  as  an  un- 
finished transaction.^^ 


CHAPTER  XII.— RULES  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW  REGARDING 

DEEDS. 

§  1024.  Difficult  questions  sometimes  arise  as  to  the  eflFect  of 
deeds,  formal  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  they  were  executed, 
but  not  bearing  the  solemnities  required  by  the  law  of  a  different 
country  in  which  action  is  raised  upon  them.  For  a  full  examina- 
tion of  these  questions  reference  must  be  made  to  the  treatises  on 
international  law  (a).  The  scope  of  this  work  only  admits  of  a 
summary  of  the  doctrines  on  the  subject,  especially  as  these  have 
been  evolved  by  Scotch  decisions. 

§  1025.  There  are  two  general  rules  in  this  class  of  cases,  name- 
ly— First,  that  obligations  regarding  moveables  are  regulated  by 


462— Turner  v.  Power,  1828,  7  B.  and  C,  625 ;  Mo.  and  Mai.,  181,  S.  C— Hodges  v, 
Drakeford,  1805,  1  Bos.  and  Pol.  New  R.,  270~Ram8bottom  v.  MorUey,  1814,  2  Ma. 
and  Sel.,  445— Buxton  v.  Cornish,  1844,  1  Dow.  and  L.,  585 — R.  t;.  Inhab.  of  Castle 
Morton,  1820,  8  B.  and  Aid.,  58&— Chitty  on  Stamps,  322— and  Harrold  v.  Polloxfen, 
1844,  6  D.,  1103.  (a)  This  subject  is  discussed  in  2  Boullenois,  458,  et  seq. — 

Story's  Confl.  of  Laws,  §  860  (a),  ei  seq.—S  Surge  Com.,  751,  et  f«g.— Ersk.,  8,  2,  89, 
et  eeq. — Karnes*  Equity  (4th  cd.),  548,  et  seq. 


for  the  terms  of  payment  to  an  arrangement  between  the  defendant  and  a  third  party, 
it  was  proved  that  this  arrangement  was  in  writing,  and  that  the  writing  was  unstamped. 
It  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  because  he  could  not  prove  the  terms  of 
payment,  parole  evidence  being  incompetent  because  of  the  existence  of  the  writing ; 
and  the  writing  being  inadmissible,  because  it  was  unstamped,  and  because  the  period 
had  elapsed  during  which  it  could  be  stamped;  Alcock  v.  Delay,  1855,  4  £U.  and 
Blackb.,  660. 

17  Deeds  relating  solely  to  the  estate  of  a  sequestrated  bankrupt,  and  forming  part 
of  the  proceedings  in  a  sequestration,  are  exempt  from  stamp-duty,  by  19  and  20  Vict., 
c.  79,  S  184.  "  No  wiU,  testament,  testamentary  instrument,  or  disposition  mortit  cauea, 
shall  be  chargeable  with  any  stamp-duty ;"  28  Vict.,  c.  16,  §  7. 


-w  .*'-  \.**  'rrv''  _!*  i:.'.»---'ck.--i.  i:.-i  "l^i*  '♦''.i  in  r-r-j-ir  l  t..-  :** 
••  ',  .."  ■  '.*  i.i  1  "..♦*  i-'  •^♦-  t  .'-  :•  [L-'.":":'  c  :  iz. :  '  --7  .rij-T  "-.r  *•• 
•♦•  1...  'v-L  '  •  -r^  i'*-  Z's  '11  ■  l1^i^-«  rii*  -«••  *  o":^!''-*!,  •  c  1^*^"'  cn^  -i 
*..♦-  "-_.•  •  "  r  r  n-  1— "•-T  '"^--t.i  ♦;  r-.'i^nn^  t«,  '♦*  ?•  r.^1,1  iz.  tn-  "Ji-fr 
•  »::. —  ^— 1_  :.  '**-•  •  ■. .   '  ^.-i"  .• 'iri.  l:j  r-_rir_z^  -iTnTi.—  •r-T':-iT*r 

*::    ^-  "•  >  ZZ-: .  1.. :    ♦-  ii^.  'l:^  nl-^  k^  '.-   rriz.-nii'riz^.  ':iri-:i- 

ij-  r5  ♦  '111  -vl-n  -n*-:  "-«  1  in  i  >•  r:h  .^ ^rt.  S:-.  a  E-iniirc 
-i-'  '1*  i  m  £- j'.in-I  i»  i.-.rL:.^  r.-  :L.-  :  nns  cr.'^.rrtr'l  ty  Er-^-Li-h 
l.L"^'  >  vi_.^  *  11'  _  r--«-  -.♦■J"!-  ir.*  '^-"•iii.j^  m  **>^15  *:\^ii^7tt  »■*  »  ;  ail-I 
r«  :.  L-  _~in*  -♦:  ■  7  r.:.  j->--  1-  "  t^  ::.  *..-  rli.-:-i-n  :  mi  w-r»r  Li .  1  :•' 
'^•r  Vil.  i^T  'nn-rrrr-^i  '•  t  '  'ink  in!'  rsiti  ns  in  En-rLxn-i:  the  act 
1'  .♦':.  •:.  U-*.  inrn:  '• '.  tnk  Trr^-?.  '».in  j  f  'in-i  n-  c  z*.-  11 :  >  to  tLeni  ^  . 
I^  Lk-r  n.L._n-r.  ;i  will  ^xn.'nt'f^i  -^.L-^riin^  t«:»  tL*?  Liw  of  ihr^  d*^ 
t:*7''t.^*Vi  -i'  nJ-.ilr.  L*  Vil.  i  m  in-  •n»rr  01-^Inr^T.  aIiLvc^L  ii  ihat  n*A 


',    Zr^ls^  %.  2.  4»'V— Kxaie-'  E,-iirr    4-i  e^i.  .  ->:4— 2  B.:TLleii.'L*.  4^7— Sr-rry  C::i5- 
?  >A} — F  r.:m  ».  >*ti-Trazu  1-  1  '•.  X^  44::i> — »>i:'^n:iii  ».  r-r-i-.-n  jr  km    16^.  IL  44-31) 

i:i.:^_.Si:%.a  r.  Sil:.  D,  1»'73.  M,  44.21— La  Fine  ».  Srzirlej  Crs^  XTl'L  M^  44-51. 
la  s^iLi  !ajs»?  &  broi  j^tulv*!  ia.  rr  r .md,  ci:Ti:.i;" ''.''":?  p-w-sr  to  re^^ter  in  Scctliii«i.  aztJ 
Ui'rr-t'  r«="  :-'i*:i'ir«i  ^  be  r^-icm-u  b.rfr»?,  wi*  fn^tain^i  ilrii  a^  -iefective  in  the  s«-I  •imi- 
ti*-*  r>*c-:>e^i  by  th-  *rt  l*-"^!,  c.  o.  beou^Litr  it  wia  f.rr.Al  bj  the  Liw  of  Fn  '!ir..i  See 
st>.  C-r/.vT  e.  M  imT.  17-24.  R-  fc.  A'?.  Ca^  4X*.  'r   £r*k-.  j»rf»— Kam-* 

Ei.il-j.  .:.>5— 3  Eir^^  Cm-  Tol— Fil..-*  trr  r.  Beattie's  Heir?.  1627.  lU  4.j*>1:  1  R  Scp^ 
14>»;  '!¥}.  S.  C— >^Ln.::iir  r.  Mirr^T.  1»>>X  M.,  4a»1— Erskfn-  r.  lUittsiv.  l.>r>4.  lU 
A^/'TL  In  ill  rh-r^tf*  ca.^e>  the  c*Hi-aK.  a*ijTi«::e.  An-i  et^rr.  rr.on  drrltor  w^ere  Scttchmea. 
In  Sr.rt  p.  T'.fh,  1»!^76.  M^  ^'^-CL  -f-i.^t  wxs  ^vea  to  aa  aei-igTLUion  mx>ie  in  HcILuhl 
jtDd  oryn*Ain»Hi  in  *n  ii>tnm''nl  tii»*  w  imnt  >>€  wLi-rh  the  n>.t&rT  kepc  in  kis  ii&a-is.  ae- 
n»  rriin;7  to  th<-  ccn*  m  '■•f  th^t  cr-anTr.  '4 .  Gt.  Northern  Rj.  C*"».  r.  Laia^.  1^4-'*. 

10  r>.  140^.  '*    BankiEZ  of  Y  rk  Bruliin^  G'^  17^.  M^  4472. 


§  1029.  REGARDING  DEEDS.  615 

bear  the  solemnities  which  the  law  of  that  country  prescribes  for 
wills  executed  within  its  bounds  (/).^ 

§  1027.  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  obligation  or  conveyance  re- 
garding moveables  is  deficient  in  the  solemnities  required  by  the  lex 
loci  contractus,  it  will  not  be  sustained  in  another  country  in  which 
these  solemnities  are  not  required  (gr).  On  this  ground  eflFect  was 
refused  in  Scotland  to  indorsations  made  in  England  by  English 
creditors  to  English  assignees  of  debts  in  account  due  by  Scotch 
debtors ;  because,  although  not  deficient  in  any  formality  required 
by  the  law  of  this  country,  they  were  by  the  law  of  England  invalid 
both  as  deeds  and  under  the  stamp  acts  (A).  In  Hke  manner,  bills 
by  a  person  domiciled  in  Newfoundland,  payable  to  his  daughter, 
with  a  relative  letter  to  his  trustee,  not  being  a  competent  mode  of 
constituting  a  testamentary  bequest  by  the  law  of  that  country, 
were  held  to  be  ineffectual  in  Scotland,  when  sued  upon  by  the 
daughter  (t). 

§  1028.  Yet  the  rule  last  noticed  does  not  render  inoperative 
those  deeds  which,  being  intended  to  take  effect  in  Scotland,  bear 
the  solemnities  required  by  Scotch  law,  but  are  informal  by  the  kx 
loci  contractus  (A).  It  is  doubtful  whether  formal  deeds  of  assigna- 
tion executed  in  England  to  personal  debts  due  by  parties  domiciled 
in  this  country  are  effectual,  when  framed  and  authenticated  (as 
they  sometimes  are)  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland  (Z). 

§  1029.  Where  the  lex  rei  sitae  prescribes  a  particular  mode 
for  completing  the  jus  in  re  under  contracts  and  conveyances  re- 
garding moveables,  it  would  seem  that  that  procedure  must  be  ob- 
served in  order  to  give  the  grantee  the  real  right  to  the  subject,  al- 
though it  is  not  required  by  the  lex  loci  contracttcs  (m).^    But  the 


(/)  Story  Confl.,  §  465--Wardlaw  i;.  MaxweU,  1715,  M.,  4500— Stewart  v.  M'Donald, 
1826,  5  S.,  29.    Other  cases  illustrating  this  rule  are  cited  tr^frOy  §  1082,  et  teq, 

{g)  Story  Confl.,  J  262—8  Burge  Com.,  761.  (A)  Tayler  t;.  Scott,  1847, 

9  D.,  1504.  (i)  Sinclair  ».  Alexander,  1851,  14  D.,  217.  {k)  Per  L. 

Brougham  in  Yates  v.  Thomson,  1885,  8  CI.  and  Fin.,  544 ;  590— Per  L.  FuUerton  in 
Tayler  ».  Scott,  *Mpra— See  also  Ferguson  v.  Marjoribanks,  1853,  15  D.,  637 — Story, 
2  262,  note.  {I)  Cases  in  preceding  note.  (m)  3  Burge  Com.,  751.     Mr 

Burge  refers,  by  way  of  illustration,  to  conveyances  of  shares  in  public  companies.  So 
au  English  contract  of  sale  of  goods  in  Scotland,  not  followed  by  delivery,  although 
competent  to  carry  the  real  right  to  such  goods  in  England,  would  not  have  that  effect  in 
Scotland  in  competition  with  a  Scotch  sale  of  later  date  but  completed  by  delivery.  In 
like  manner.  Professor  Bell  lays  down  that  a  foreign  assignation  of  a  Scotch  debt  must 


'  See  note  i®,  infra. 

2  The  view  that  an  arrestment  of  funds  in  Scotland  will  prevail  over  a  foreign  as* 
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grantee  under  an  obligation  valid  by  the  lex  loci  contractus  has  a 
good  ground  of  action  to  compel  the  granter  to  complete  the  real 
right  in  conformity  with  the  lex  ret  sitae  {n).  In  like  manner,  a 
foreign  executor  is  not  vested  with  the  deceased's  moveable  estate 
in  this  country  until  he  has  expede  confirmation ;  but  the  foreign 
will  or  probate,  if  valid  by  the  lex  domicilii  testatoris,  entitles  him 
to  confirm  (o).' 

§  1030.  Under  the  second  general  principle  above  noticed,  deeds 
of  transmission  of  land  and  its  accessories,  and  of  securities  over 
heritage  situated  in  Scotland,  in  order  to  be  effectual,  must  be  com- 
pleted in  accordance  with  the  law  of  this  country ;  the  observance 
merely  of  the  solemnities  required  by  the  lex  loci  contracttts  being 
insufiicient  to  secure  their  validity  (p).  But  an  obligation  to  con- 
vey land,  if  formal  by  the  lex  loci  contractus^  may  be  enforced  by 
action  in  this  country  against  the  granter  and  his  heirs ;  because  it 

be  completed  by  intimation  (or  what  is  equivalent  thereto)  in  order  to  carry  the  debt  in 
com|)etition  with  arresting  creditors;  and  he  mentions  that  an  opinion  to  the  same  effect 
was  given  by  a  very  learned  Scotch  lawyer,  John  Clerk,  afterwards  Lord  Eldin;  2  BeU's 
Com.,  19,  and  note.  Erskine  lays  down  the  same  rule  (3,  2,  42),  citing  a  decision  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  but  which  involved  other  points,  and  was  reversed  on  appeal ;  E. 
Selkirk  v.  Gray,  1709,  M.,  4468 ;  reversed,  1  Rob,  Ap.  Ca.,  1  (as  to  the  ground  of  rever- 
sal see  Bell's  Com.,  tupra).  The  point  is  still  doubtful ;  see  3  Burge,  777 — Story,  395 
— and  note  of  Lord  Rutherfurd  ^Ordinary)  in  Wallace  v,  Dacres,  1868,  16  D.,  691. 

(n)  8  Burge  Com.,  752.  (o)  M.  Hastings  v.  M.  Haating's  Ex.,  1862,  14 

D.,  489— Stewart  v,  Macdonald,  1826,  6  S.,  29~Wardlaw  v,  MaxweU,  1716,  M.,  4600— 
Clerk  V.  Brebner,  1769,  M.,  4471.  See  contraj  Shaw  v.  Lewis,  1666,  M.,  4494,  infra, 
\  1046.  {p)  Ersk.,  3,  2,  40^Kames*  Equity,  649— Tait  Ev.,  126— Story,  g  868 

— 2  Burge,  840,  et  seq. — 4  ib.,  217,  et  seq. — ^Cases  infra,  §  1031. 


signation  not  completed  by  intimation,  seen^is  implied  in  the  opinions  of  the  judges  in 
Donaldson  v.  Ord,  1866 ;  although  in  that  case  that  precise  point  was  not  decided,  be- 
cause, in  the  opinion  of  English  counsel,  the  English  creditor  deed,  which  was  there 
founded  on  as  an  assignation,  was  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  bar  the  diligence  of  creditors ; 
but,  to  have  that  effect,  required  to  be  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  those  who  held  the 
fund  assigned ;  and  it  was  held  that  no  intimation,  and  nothing  equivalent  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  to  intimation,  had  been  made  to  them  prior  to  the  arrestment.  The  Court 
held  that  the  question,  whether  the  claim  of  the  trust-assignees  under  the  creditor  deed 
or  that  of  the  arrestees  was  preferable,  would,  if  competently  raised  in  the  action,  re- 
solve into  a  competition  of  diligence  as  to  the  attachment  of  a  fund  situated  in  Scotland, 
and  that  that  competition  must  be  determined  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland ;  Donald- 
son V.  Ord,  1866,  17  D.,  1063.  On  4th  September  1860,  Wittenberg,  a  Prussian,  by 
bill  of  sale,  executed  in  Prussia,  sold  a  Prussian  ship,  then  at  sea,  to  Kuhl,  also  a  Prus- 
sian. On  6th  October  1860,  the  ship,  having  arrived  at  Scotland,  was  arrested  by 
Wittenberg's  creditors.  On  the  opinion  of  Pnissian  lawyers,  that  according  to  the  law 
of  Prussia  tlie  bill  of  sale  passed  the  property  of  the  ship  at  its  date,  the  Court  held  the 
arrestments  ineffectual ;  Schultze  v.  Robinson,  1861,  24  D.,  120. 
3  See  infra,  §  1042,  note  »«. 
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is  a  personal  obligation  ad  factum  praestavdum  (?•).     Upon  the  same 
principle,  a  disposition  of  heritage,  if  valid  according  to  the  lex  loci 
contractus^  should,  it  is  thought,  be   sustained  in  Scotland  as  a 
ground  for  ordaining  the  granter  to  execute  a  disposition  formal  by 
Scotch  law ;  and  this  seems  to  have  been  held  in  one  case  (s).    But 
there  is  an  opposite  decision  (^),  which  Mr  Erskine  cites  as  fixing 
a  distinction  between  a  disposition  formal  by  the  Ux  loci  contrax^- 
ttts^  and  an  obligation  to  convey  land  having  the  same  formali- 
ties (u).     That  learned  author,  however,  was  not  aware  that  there 
was  a  conflict  in  the  decisions ;  and  there  seems  to  be  good  ground 
in  principle  for  holding,  with  a  recent  writer  (x),  that  as  a  disposi- 
tion for  an  onerous  consideration  is  equivalent  to  an  obligation  to 
convey,  it  ought  to  be  sustained  as  a  ground  of  action  if  it  is  formal 
by  the  lex  loci  c<mtractvs  ;  whereas  a  gratuitous  disposition,  espe- 
cially if  mortis  catisa,  ought  not  to  be  effectual  unless  it  is  formal 
by  the  lex  rei  sitae.     This  vie^  is  also  supported  by  the  opinion  of 
Lord  Eames  (y),  who  challenges  the  decision  of  Lord  Dalkeith  v. 
Book,  on  which  Mr  Erskine  founds.* 

§  1031.  Another  application  of  the  rule  as  to  foreign  deeds  re- 
lating to  heritage  is,  that  a  will  formal  by  the  lex  domicilii  teston 
torts  is  ineffectual  as  a  bequest  of  heritable  subjects  in  Scotland. 
This  follows  from  the  rule  that  Scotch  heritage  can  only  be  trans- 
mitted by  deeds  in  the  form  of  conveyances  inter  vivos;  for  it  would 
be  absurd  to  give  to  a  foreign  testament  a  greater  effect  than  that 
which  could  follow  upon  a  will  bearing  the  formahties  required  by 
Scotch  law  (2).  Accordingly,  a  foreign  will  is  ineffectual  to  carry 
subjects  heritable  in  their  own  nature  (a),  or  debts  heritably  se- 
cured (6),  even  where  the  security  is  taken  to  another  person  in 

(r)  Erak.,  8,  2,  40— Kames'  Equity,  p.  648— Govan  v.  Boyd,  1790,  M.,  4476;  Beirs 
Octavo  Ca.,  223;  1  Ross  Ca.,  112,  S.  C— Cuningham  v.  L.  Sempil,  1706,  M.,  4462;  1 
Roes  Ca.,  110,  S.  C— Weir  v.  Laing,  1821,  1  8.,  192.  («)  Case  of  L.  Mary 

Cochrane  v.  Col.  Erskine  (not  rep.),  mentioned  in  1  Ross  Ca.,  116.  As  the  note  of  this 
case,  however,  is  taken  from  a  written  pleading,  it  cannot  be  relied  upon. 

(0  E.  Dalkeith  v.  Book,  1729,  M.,  4464.  (u)  Ersk.,  3,  2,  40— See  also 

Tait  Ev.,  126.  (z)  1  Ross  Ca.,  118.  (y)  Karnes'  Equity,  661. 

(«)  Ersk.,  3,  2,  41.  (a)  Ersk.,  ^wpro^Burgess  i;.  Staintin,  1764,  M.,  4484 

— Crawfurd's  Children  v.  Crawfnrd,  1774,  M.,  4486— Henderson  v.  Selkrig,  1796,  M., 
4489 — Robertson's  Crs.  v.  Mason's  Disponees,  1796,  M.,  4491.  (b)  Henderson's 

Children  v.  Murray,  1628,  M.,  4481— Melvil  17.  Drummond,  1634,  M.,  4488. 


*  It  is  thought  to  be  the  law  of  Scotland  that  a  writing  purporting  to  transfer  Scotch 
heritage  is  of  no  effect  unless  framed,  "  both  in  point  of  style,  and  in  point  of  formality, 
according  to  the  peculiar  law  and  practice  of  Scotland."  Sec  Leith  v.  Leith,  1848,  10 
D.,  1187— Purves'  Trustees  v.  Purves*  Executors,  1861,  23  D.,  812,  826. 
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§  1034.  Moreover,  a  conveyance  of  heritage  by  a  formal  Scotch 
deed,  reserving  power  to  alter,  may  be  revoked  or  limited  by  a  will 
or  other  deed  formal  by  the  lex  domicilii  of  the  granter,  but  defi- 
cient in  the  solemnities  prescribed  by  Scotch  law  (A).® 

§  1035.  International  questions  regarding  deeds  usually  in- 
volve another  principle,  namely,  that  courts  of  law  are  in  general 
bound  to  apply  their  own  rules  of  evidence  in  investigations  which 
proceed  before  them,  although  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  a  coun- 
try where  different  rules  of  evidence  are  observed.  This  principle  is 
fully  elaborated  in  two  judgments  of  Lord  Brougham,  and  is  estab- 
lished by  other  authorities  (i).  Its  application  has  already  been 
seen  in  the  rule  that  the  courts  of  a  country  where  a  certain  pre- 
scription, or  limitation  of  the  mode  of  proof  exists,  are  bound  to 
apply  that  prescription,  although  it  is  not  recognised  in  the  lex  loci 
contractus  Q')J    In  like  manner,  courts  in  Scotland  would  not,  be- 

(A)  Simpson  v.  Barclay,  1752,  Elch.,  "Testament,"  No.  2;  6  B.  Sup.,  794;  1  Robb 
Ca.,  1 ;  S.  C— Dundas  v.  Dundas,  1783,  M.,  15,686 ;  1  Ross  Ca.,  673,  724,  S.  C.  (On 
this  (»se  see  Sandford  on  Entails,  229) — Whytelaw  t;.  Lang,  16tli  NoYember  1810,  2 

Bell's  lUnst.,  417;  2  Sh.  Ap.  Ca.,  18  (note);  1  Ross  Ca.,  674,  S.  C Leith  v.  Leith, 

1848,  10  D.,  1187.  The  rubric  of  Cameron  v.  Mackie,  7  W.  S.,  106,  stating  the  oppo- 
site doctrine,  is  erroneous,  as  the  point  did  not  occur  in  the  case.  See  also  Henderson 
r.  Wilson,  1797,  M.,  15,444 ;  reversed,  M.,  Appx.,  "  Tailzie,"  No.  8  ;  noticed  in  Sand- 
ford  on  Entails,  230.    The  cases  on  this  subject  are  ably  analysed  in  1  Ross  Ca.,  678,  728. 

(i)  In  Yates  v.  Thomson,  1886,  8  CI.  and  Finn.,  587,  Lord  Brougham  observed, 
"  Those  principles  which  regulate  the  admission  of  evidence  are  the  rules  by  which  the 
courts  of  every  country  guide  themselves  in  all  their  inquiries.  The  truth  with  respect 
to  men's  actions,  which  form  the  subject-matter  of  their  inquiry,  is  to  be  ascertained 
according  to  a  certain  definite  course  of  proceeding ;  and  certain  rules  have  established 
that,  in  pursuing  this  investigation,  some  things  shaU  be  heard  from  witnesses,  others 
not  listened  to ;  some  instruments  shall  be  inspected  by  the  judge,  others  kept  from  his 
eye.  This  must  evidently  be  the  same  course,  and  governed  by  the  same  rules,  what- 
ever  be  the  subject-matter  of  investigation ;  nor  can  it  make  any  difference  whether  the 
facts  concerning  which  the  discussion  arises  happened  at  home  or  abroad ;  whether  they 
related,  to  a  foreigner  domiciled  abroad,  or  a  native  living  and  dying  at  home.  As  well 
might  it  be  contended  that  another  mode  of  trial  should  be  adopted,  as  that  another 
law  of  evidence  should  be  admitted  in  such  cases.  Who  would  argue  that,  in  a  question 
like  the  present,  the  Court  of  Session  should  try  the  point  of  fact  by  a  jury,  according 
to  the  English  procedure,  because  the  testator  was  a  domiciled  Englishman,  and  be- 
cause those  methods  of  trial  would  be  applied  to  his  case  were  the  question  raised  here  ? 
The  answer  is,  that  the  question  arises  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  must  be  dealt  with 
by  the  rules  which  regulate  inquiry  there.  Now,  the  law  of  evidence  is  among  the 
chief  of  these  rules."  See  also,  per  L.  Brougham  in  Don  v,  Lippman,  1837,  2  Sh.  and 
M'L.,  726— Per  eund,  in  Bain  v.  Whitehaven,  &c.  Railway  Co..  1860,  7  Bell  App.  Ca., 
92— Story's  Confl.,  §  684— Taylor  on  Ev.,  46,  47.  (j)  Supra,  §  526,  et  teq. 


•  Purves'  Trustees  v.  Purves'  Executors,  supra.    But  see  infra,  note  lo. 

7  The  holder  of  a  bill  drawn  and  accepted  in  England,  and  made  payable  in  Eng- 
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fore  the  act  16  Vict.,  c.  20,  have  been  obliged  to  admit  the  parties 
as  witnesses,  in  consequence  of  the  cause  of  action  having  arisen  in 
England,  where  such  evidence  was  admissible.  Nor  is  it  a  good 
reason  for  excluding  the  pursuer's  oath  in  supplement  in  a  Scotch 
court,  that  the  lex  loci  contrdctus  does  not  admit  that  mode  of  in- 
vestigation (A).  And  again,  one  witness  would  not  be  full  proof  in 
an  action  in  Scotland,  in  consequence  of  the  contract  or  other  mat- 
ter involved  having  arisen  in  England,  where  the  law  is  satisfied 
with  that  amount  of  evidence. 

§  1036.  How  then  does  this  principle  accord  with  the  rule  al- 
ready noticed,  that  the  validity  of  deeds  concerning  moveables  de- 
pends on  the  lex  loci  contractus  f  For  example,  a  Scotch  deed  for- 
mal by  the  act  1681,  is  admitted  in  Scotland  without  parole  proof 
of  its  genuineness  ; — Will  it  be  received  in  the  same  way  in  a 
country  where  the  witnesses  to  deeds,  if  alive,  must  be  adduced  to 
prove  their  attestations  ?  Or  again,  will  a  deed  executed  in  Eng- 
land according  to  the  formalities  required  there,  be  received  as  pro- 
bative in  this  country;  or  must  the  attesting  witnesses  be  exa- 
mined in  support  of  it  ?  Farther,  if  a  deed  is  executed  before  wit- 
nesses who  are  disqualified  for  that  office  by  the  Zex  loci  cotUractu^, 
but  admissible  in  the  lex  fori — or  vice  versa  ; — will  the  deed  be  ef- 
fectual ?  A  still  more  difficult  question  arises :  Suppose  witnesses 
to  be  admissible  in  the  lex  loci  contractus  to  establish  an  obligation 
which,  by  the  lex  fori,  can  only  be  proved  by  writ  or  oath  of  party, 
— ^wdll  the  court  in  which  action  is  raised  to  enforce  the  obligation 
follow  its  own  rules,  and  thereby  render  that  right  unavailing 
which  was  validly  constituted  by  the  law  on  which  the  parties  re- 
lied at  its  date ;  or  will  that  court  observe  the  rules  of  evidence  in 
another  country  in  ascertaining  a  fact  for  which  their  own  practice 
prescribes  a  different  mode  of  investigation  ?  And  in  the  converse 
case,  of  an  obligation  which,  by  the  lex  loci  contractus  requires  to 
be  reduced  to  writing,  being  sued  upon  in  a  country  where  parole 
of  such  obligations  is  competent ; — will  witnesses  be  admitted  to 
prove  it  in  the  courts  of  the  latter  country  ? 


(*)  Fraser  v.  Lookup,  1748,  M.,  4590. 

land,  charged  the  acceptor  on  it  in  Scotland.  The  acceptor  pleaded  that  it  had  been 
fraudulently  indorsed ;  and  that,  seeing  it  was  an  English  bill,  the  charger  was  bound, 
according  to  English  law,  to  prove  that  he  got  it  in  bona  fide^  and  for  an  onerous  con- 
sideration. But  it  was  held  that  the  questions  relating  to  the  proof  of  the  yalue  of  the 
bill  fell  to  be  determined  by  the  lex  fori;  Mackenzie  v.  Hall,  1864,  17  D.,  164. 
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It  is  impossible  to  solve  all  the  difficulties  with  which  these 
questions  are  surrounded ;  and  to  analyse  and  balance  the  conflicting 
opinions  on  them  would  require  much  more  space  than  can  be  de- 
Toted  to  the  subject  in  this  volume.  The  following  rules,  however, 
may  be  stated  as  most  in  accordance  with  principle  and  autho- 
rity. 

§  1037.  A  deed  executed  in  Scotland  bearing  the  solemnities 
required  by  Scotch  law,  while  it  will  be  admitted  in  a  country  where 
different  solemnities  are  observed,  and  where  the  witnesses  to  deeds 
executed  in  that  country  must  be  adduced  to  prove  their  attesta- 
tions; will  not  receive  effect  there  without  the  instrumentary  wit- 
nesses being  examined,  if  they  are  alive  (I), 

§  1038.  A  foreign  deed  duly  authenticated  by  the  lex  loci  con- 
tracttis,  but  not  admissible  in  that  country  without  the  instrumen- 
tary witnesses  proving  its  genuineness  will  not  be  received  in  Scot- 
land as  probative ;  for  (besides  the  consideration  noticed  in  next 
section)  the  solemnities  prescribed  by  the  law  where  it  was  executed 
are  not  designed  as  full  proof  of  authenticity;  and  therefore,  to  admit 
the  deed  without  corroborative  evidence,  would  be  to  receive  as 
complete  proof  a  writing  which  is  not  complete  proof  by  the  law 
with  reference  to  which  it  was  prepared.® 

§  1039.  Even  where  by  the  foreign  lex  loci  contractus  a  deed  is 
probative,  it  is  thought  that  the  Courts  of  this  country  ought  not 
to  admit  it  without  some  evidence  of  its  genuineness ;  because  the 
solemnities  prescribed  by  the  foreign  code  may  be  inadequate,  or 
their  value  may  arise  from  tests  which  have  a  local  character.  For 
example,  a  deed  appearing  to  bear  the  signature  of  a  notary  may 
usually  be  received  with  safety  in  the  locus  contrdcttiSj  where  the 
existence  and  character  of  such  a  functionary  can  easily  be  ascer- 
tained, and  where  the  signature  and  seal  to  the  deed  can  be  com- 
pared with  those  appended  to  genuine  documents ;  whereas  such 
means  of  testing  its  authenticity  are  not  likely  to  be  within  the 
reach  of  a  party,  against  whom  the  deed  or  instrument  is  tendered 
in  the  Court  of  another  country.  Farther,  the  rule  by  which  a 
deed  attested  according  to  the  act  1681  is  probative,  is  an  exception 
to  the  more  general  rule,  that  a  document  must  be  proved  to  be 
genuine  before  it  can  be  received  as  such ;  and  the  exceptional  rule 

(t)  Per  Lord  Brougham  in  Yates  v.  Thomson,  tupra — ^Taylor,  47. 


8  Earl  of  Hopetoun  v.  Scots  Mines  Co.,  1866,  18  D.,  789.     See  opinion  of  Lord 
Curriehill,  747. 
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ariseB  from  the  legislature  of  this  country  being  satisfied  with  the 
safeguards  which  it  has  prescribed,  e^R  prima  facie  proof  of  genuine- 
ness. But  this  cannot  be  applied  by  analogy  to  the  formalities 
enacted  by  the  legislature  of  a  foreign  state.® 

§  1040.  Yet,  where  there  was  no  resu^on  for  doubting  the 
genuineness  of  a  fof^ign  deed,  and  where  great  inconvenience  and 
delay  would  have  been  occasioned  by  requiring  it  to  be  proved,  the 
Court  have  dispensed  with  the  witnesses'  attendance,  and  received 
the  deed  hs  prima  facie  proof  (m). 

§  1041.  It  is  thought  that  a  deed  attested  by  a  witness  who  is 
competent  by  the  lex  loci  contractus,  but  incompetent  by  the  lex 
foriy  ought  to  be  sustained,  both  because  it  was  validly  executed 
according  to  the  law  upon  which  the  parties  were  entitled  to  rely, 
and  because  the  witnesses  whom  the  parties  to  a  deed  select  to  at- 
test it  should  not,  except  in  extreme  cases,  be  held  to  be  incompe- 
tent (»). 

§  1042.  Judge  Story  lays  down,  that  a  deed  executed  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses,  one  or  both  of  whom  are  incompetent  by  the 
lex  loci  contractvs,  is  invalid,  although  the  same  ground  of  incom- 
petency does  not  exist  in  the  lex  fori  (o).  Nor  is  it  easy  to  draw 
a  distinction  between  such  a  deed  and  one  which  is  attested  by 
fewer  witnesses  than  the  lex  loci  contractus  requires ;  the  invalidity 
of  which  seems  to  be  clear  (p).  Yet  this  view  almost  comes  into 
conflict  with  the  principle,  that  the  Courts  of  one  country  are  not 
bound  to  observe  the  rules  of  evidence  of  another ;  for  the  qualifica- 
tions of  instrumentary  witnesses  rather  form  part  of  this  branch  of 
law,  than  of  that  which  relates  to  the  constitution  of  obligations. 
It  were  Also  unfortunate  that  such  an  objection  should  be  fatal  on 
account  of  the  technical  regulations  of  a  foreign  state,  in  opposition 
to  the  real  justice  and  bona  fides  of  the  transaction.^® 

(m)  Thus  in  Scott  v.  Miller,  1880,  6  Mur.,  289,  a  power  of  attorney  executed  in 
America,  and  attested  by  a  notary  there,  was  received  as  prima  facie  proof,  on  account 
of  the  hardship  of  bringing  witnesses  from  America  to  prove  it.  In  an  old  case,  Chatto 
V.  Ord,  1702,  M.,  4456,  an  English  bond  was  received  in  Scotland,  without  calling  the 
instrumentary  witnesses,  which  the  Court  of  that  day  considered  impracticable  on  ac- 
count of  the  distance.  The  want  of  means  for  compelling  the  attendance  of  foreign 
witnesses  may  also  be  taken  into  view  in  such  cases.  (n)  See  supra,  §§  690, 691. 

(o)  Story,  §  630.  (p)  Yates  v.  Thomson,  1886,  8  CI.  and  Finn.,  667. 


9  The  passage  in  the  text  seems  opposed  to  the  settled  rule,  that  a  written  contract 
executed  according  to  the  forms  required  by  the  lez  lad  eontradua,  wiU  be  received  as 
well  executed  in  the  courts  of  other  countries.     See  infra,  note  ^^ 

10  The  law  of  Scotland  has  been  somewhat  elucidated  and  matured  on  the  questions 
treated  of  in  this  and  the  previous  sections,  by  recent  decisions.     It  seems  quite  clear, 
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I  1043.     The  next  question  is,  whether  a  contract  or  right  which 
by  the  lex  loci  contractus  cannot  be  proved  by  parole,  will  be  sus- 


as  a  general  rale,  that  the  validity  of  a  contract  or  deed  regarding  moveables  depends, 
so  far  as  regards  the  mode  of  execution,  on  the  lex  lod  exeeutionU.  If  the  deed  be  valid- 
ly executed  according  to  that  law,  it  will  be  received  as  a  Valid  deed  in  the  Courts  of 
Scotland  (if  it  be  not  contra  bonos  mores) ;  and  in  like  manner,  a  contract  or  other  deed 
mCer  vivos  regarding  moveables,  duly  executed  in  Scotland,  will  receive  effect  in  foreign 
courts,  because  laws  as  to  the  formalities  and  authentication  of  writings  do  not  extend 
eztra  territcrivm.  In  a  recent  case,  the  question  was  raised  whether  two  decrees-arbitral, 
pronounced  in  England  in  a  'Scotch  submission,  could  receive  effect  in  Scotland.  It 
was  held  that  they  were  not  authenticated  according  to  the  Scotch  statutes.  Lord 
Benholme  thought  that  although  the  formal  validity  of  contracts  was  to  be  judged  of 
according  to  the  Ux  loci  exeeuHoniSy  yet  that  decrees-arbitral  were  in  a  different  position, 
being  deeds  executed  under  powers  or  faculties,  and  depending  for  their  validity  solely 
on  the  power  conferred  expressly  or  by  implication.  But  the  other  judges  (the  case  be- 
ing sent  to  the  whole  Court)  held  that  the  Court  would  recognise  the  decrees  if  they 
were  valid  according  to  the  law  of  England.  Some  of  the  judges  thought  that  they 
might  be  sustained  whether  held  authentic  in  England  or  not.  English  counsel,  in 
answer  to  a  Case  sent  under  order  of  the  Court,  returned  an  opinion  that,  by  the  law  of 
England,  no  particular  formalities  were  required  to  authenticate  an  award,  but  that  an 
award  signed  by  the  arbiter  would  be  received,  on  proof  of  the  arbiter's  signature. 
The  Court  then  pronounced  an  interlocutor  finding  that  the  decrees  might  be  recog- 
nised, if  the  Court  were  satisfied  that  they  were  authentic,  and  that  they  correctly  ex- 
pressed the  final  decision  of  the  arbiter ;  Earl  of  Hopetoun  v.  Scots  Mines  Co.,  1856, 
18  D.,  789— See  Fenton  v,  Livingstone,  H.  of  L.,  1859,  8  Macq.,  497,  31  Scot.  Jur.,  578. 
The  Lord  Justice  Clerk  (Inglis)  sums  up  the  law  on  this  point  thus : — "  All  instra- 
roents  (without  distinction,  except  in  the  case  of  conveyance  of  land)  executed  abroad 
according  to  the  solemnities  of  the  place  of  execution,  must  receive  effect  in  Scotland 
exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  were  executed  within  Scotland  according  to  the 
solemnities  of  the  act  1681 ;"  Purves'  Trustees  v,  Purvies'  Executors,  28  D.,  881. 

The  law  as  to  the  validity  of  wills,  in  respect  of  formality  of  execution,  has  been  to 
a  large  extent  defined  by  the  recent  ^statute  24  and  25  Vict.,  c.  114.  That  statute  pro- 
vides "  that  every  will  and  other  testamentary  instrument  made  out  of  the  United  King- 
dom by  a  British  subject  (whatever  may  be  the  domicile  of  such  person  at  the  time  of 
making  the  same,  or  at  the  time  of  his  or  her  death)  shall,  as  regards  personal  estate, 
be  held  to  be  well  executed  for  the  purpose  of  being  admitted  in  England  and  Ireland 
to  probate,  and  in  Scotland  to  confirmation,  if  the  same  be  made  according  to  the  forms 
required,  either  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the  same  was  made,  or  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  such  person  was  domiciled  when  the  same  was  made,  or  by  the  laws  then 
in  force  in  that  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  where  he  had  his  domicile  of  origin.** 
The  second  section  provides  that  wills  made  within  the  United  Kingdom  by  British 
subjects  shaU,  as  regards  personal  estate,  be  held  to  be  well  executed,  if  executed  ac- 
cording to  the  forms  required  for  the  time  in  the  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  where  the 
will  is  made.  The  third  section  provides  that  no  will  shall  be  held  to  be  revoked  or  to 
become  invalid,  nor  shall  the  construction  of  it  be  altered,  because  of  any  subsequent 
change  of  the  domicile  of  the  testator.  The  act  provides  (§  4)  that  its  pro%i8ions  shall  not 
invalidate  any  will  which,  independently  of  the  act,  would  be  valid ;  and  (§  5)  it  extends 
only  to  wills  and  other  testamentary  instruments  made  by  persons  who  die  after  the  pass- 
ing of  the  act,  viz.,  Cth  August  1861.    It  will  be  observed  that  this  act  applies  only  to  wills 

VOL.  L  2  B 
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tained  on  that  kind  of  evidence,  if  by  the  lex  fori  it  can  be  so 
proved.     On  this  point  a  distinction  must  be  taken  between  cases 


made  by  British  subjects.    As  to  the  persons  who  are  British  subjects,  see  Sheddan  p. 
Patrick.  1854,  1  Macq.,  586. 

Before  this  act  was  passed,  the  doctrine  that  a  will  was  good  if  executed  in  the  form 
required  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile  of  origin,  or  in  the  form  required  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  execution,  was  definitively  rejected  in  the  English  Courts, 
and  the  general  rule  was  that  no  will  was  recognised  in  England,  or  admitted  to  pro- 
bate, except  a  will  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  testator's  domicile  at 
death ;  Croker  r.  Marquis  of  Hertford,  1843,  8  Curt.,  468— Stanley  v.  Bemes,  1880, 
8  Haggard,  878— Bremer  v.  Freeman,  1857,  10  More's  Privy  Council  Cas^  806.  To 
this  rule  several  jurists  recognised  an  exception  in  the  case  where  a  testator  had  made 
a  will  in  the  forms  required  by  the  law  of  his  domicile,  and,  before  his  death,  had  ac^ 
quired  a  domicile  in  a  country  requiring  different  forms  of  execution.  Whether,  in  that 
case,  his  will  would  be  valid  or  not,  appears,  prior  to  the  act  24  and  25  Vict.,  c.  114,  to 
have  been  in  England  an  open  question.  Perhaps  the  preponderance  of  authority  was 
in  favour  of  the  validity  of  the  will,  but  in  a  recent  case  in  America,  it  was  held  that  a 
will  was,  in  such  circumstances,  invalid ;  Nat  v.  Coon,  10  Missouri  Rep.,  543,  in  con- 
formity with  the  opinion  of  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  478 — See  Jarman  on  Wills, 
8d  ed.,  vol.  i,  p.  2,  et  uq, — Westlake's  International  Law,  §  823 — Burge's  Com.,  vol.  iv, 
p.  576— Phillimore's  International  Law,  vol.  iv,  p.  626,  27,  28.  The  general  rule  of  the 
English  law  was  applied  in  a  recent  case,  in  which  an  Englishwoman  who  had  been 
married  in  England  and  divorced  in  Scotland,  and  who  afterwards  resided  in  France, 
executed  a  will,  valid  according  to  the  law  of  France,  but  not  in  conformity  with  the 
English  statute  of  wills.  Had  she  been  domiciled  in  France,  the  will  would  have  been 
held  good.  But  it  was  held,  in  the  English  Courts,  that  her  divorce  from  her  husband 
was  invalid;  that  her  domicile,  therefore,  was  that  of  her  husband,  which  was  England; 
and  that,  therefore,  her  will,  being  invalid  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile,  could 
not  be  admitted  to  probate,  or  receive  any  effect ;  Robins  ©.  Dolphin,  1858,  27  L.  J. 
Prob.,  24.  In  contrast  with  this  case  was  another  recent  case,  in  which  an  English* 
woman  who  had  long  resided  in  France,  made,  while  she  was  in  England,  a  will  in  con- 
formity with  the  English  statute  of  wills.  The  will  was  sustained  on  two  grounds — 
Firtt,  because  it  was  held  that  the  domicile  of  the  testatrix  was  England ;  and,  secondly, 
because,  even  if  her  domicile  had  been  France,  the  will  would  have  been  good;  because 
the  law  of  France,  like  the  law  of  Scotland,  recognises  all  wills  made  in  the  form  re- 
quired by  the  law  of  the  place  of  execution ;  Crookenden  »,  Fuller,  1859,  8  Weekly 
Reports,  49. 

It  is  thought  that  the  law  of  Scotland  never  required  that  a  testament  bequeathing 
moveables  should  be  executed  according  to  the  forms  required  by  the  testator's  domicile, 
but  has  recognised  all  testaments,  executed  either  according  to  the  lex  loci  ezecutionit, 
or  the  Ux  loci  domicilii.  Before  the  act  24  and  25  Vict,,  c.  114,  was  passed,  the  law  of 
Scotland  on  this  subject  was  very  elaborately  discussed  in  Cases  which  were  sent  to  the 
whole  Court  in  Purves'  Trustees  v.  Purves'  Executors.  There  the  testator,  who  was  a 
domiciled  Scotchman,  died  in  Scotland ;  and  a  question  arose  as  to  the  validity  of  his 
last  will,  which  he  had  executed  in  Sumatra.  This  will  was  not  authenticated  accord- 
ing to  the  solemnities  of  the  act  1681,  and  the  question  was.  Whether  it  was  valid  if 
executed  according  to  the  law  of  Sumatra  ?  It  was  contended,  on  the  one  hand,  that  in 
determining  as  to  the  formal  validity  of  a  testament,  the  law  of  Scotland  recognised 
not  the  lex  loci  ach*Sj  but  the  lex  rei  sitae;  at  one  period  it  had  been  held  that  the  legal 
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i?irliere  writing  is  necessary  ex  aolennitate,  and  those  in  which  it  is 
onlj  a  mode  of  proof,  competent  along  with  oath  on  reference  and 


of  moveable  property,  situated  in  fact  in  Scotland,  waa  Scotland,  wherever  the 
owner  of  it  was,  or  was  domiciled ;  and  that  therefore  a  bequest  of  moveables  situated 
in  Scotland  required  to  be  made  with  the  formalities  of  the  act  1681,  as  the  Ux  rei 
sitae;   but  it  was  afterwards  established  that,  in  questions  of  succession,  moveable 
property  had  in  law  no  ntu$  except  that  of  the  domicile  of  the  owner  of  it;  and 
hence  the  rule  of  law  recognising  the  lex  rei  aitae  became,  as  regarded  testate  per- 
sonal succession,  a  rule  recognising  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  testator  at  death ; 
and,  it  was  argued,  that  the  Courts  of  the  domicile,  being  Scotland,  must  apply  their 
own  rules  of  evidence,  namely,  those  provided  by  the  act  of  1681.     On  the  other 
hand,  it  was  contended  that  testaments  disposing  of  moveable  estate  were  on  exactly 
the  same  footing  as  contracts,  and  might,  as  in  the  case  of  mutual  wills,  take  the  form 
of  contracts,  and  were,  like  contracts,  valid  if  executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
of  execution.    The  majority  of  the  whole  Court  held  that  the  will  was  to  be  regarded 
as  a  valid  expression  of  the  testamentary  intentions  of  the  deceased,  if  formally  exe- 
cuted according  to  the  law  of  Sumatra, — that  while  Scottish  heritage  could  not  be  be- 
queathed at  all,  and  could  be  conveyed  only  by  a  deed  in  the  form  required  by  the  Ux 
rei  sitaej  it  was  the  settled  law  of  Scotland  that  the  Scotch  statutes  as  to  authentica- 
tion of  deeds  are  not  imperative  as  to  wills  "  executed  in  a  foreign  country,  but  that 
such  writings  are  receivable  here  as  valid  or  authentic  expressions  of  testamentary 
will,  if  executed  according  to  the  formalities  which  would  make  them  valid  as  wills  or 
testaments  in  the  country  of  execution ;  and  that,  in  this  respect,  there  is  no  distinction 
between  such  writings  and  any  writings  of  the  nature  of  contracts  or  obligations  exe- 
cuted abroad,  unless  it  be  that,  from  the  peculiar  favour  shown  to  wills,  they  may  be 
treated  with  more  indulgence  than  a  writing  inter  vivos"    .     ..."  In  none  of  the 
cases  is  the  domicile  of  the  party,  whether  at  the  date  of  execution  or  at  the  date  of 
death,  regarded  as  affecting  the  authentication  of  the  deed."    .     ..."  In  the  case 
of  Leith,  the  testator,  though  he  died  in  London,  was  domiciled  in  Scotland.     But 
this  circumstance,  though  most  material  as  affecting  the  rights  of  parties  interested  in 
his  succession,  was  not  considered,  and  has  never  been  considered,  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land as  affecting  the  validity  of  the  deed  as  a  mere  instrument,  if  executed  according 
to  the  lex  loei  actus"    Their  Lordships  expressed  their  concurrence  with  those  conti- 
nental jurists  who  held  that  a  testator  making  his  will  in  a  foreign  country  had  his 
option  to  follow  either  the  formalities  prevailing  in  the  place  of  his  domicile  (that  is  to 
say,  his  domicile  at  the  time  of  making  the  deed),  or  those  of  the  place  of  execution. 
The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  (Inglis),  in  expressing  his  concurrence  with  the  consulted 
judges,  stated  the  law  as  follows : — "  The  estate,  or  a  considerable  portion  of  the  estate, 
both  heritable  and  moveable,  of  the  testator,  being  locally  within  Scotland,  this  Court 
is  forum  eompetens  to  ascertain  and  determine  any  question  which  may  arise  as  to  his 
succession.     But  the  forum  eompetens  may,  in  many  cases,  require  to  resort  to  foreign 
law  for  the  purpose  of  determining  such  questions.    For  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the 
deceased,  at  the  date  of  his  death,  must  determine  not  only  what  is  the  true  meaning 
and  construction  and  effect  of  any  will  or  deed  of  settlement  he  may  have  left,  dispos- 
ing of  his  moveable  estate,  but  also,  as  regards  his  moveable  estate,  whether  he  died 
testate  or  intestate ;  and  if  he  died  testate,  the  law  of  the  domicile  must  further  deter- 
mine what  paper  or  papers  constitute  the  will  of  the  deceased."     .     ..."  In  the 
present  case,  the  law  of  the  forum  and  the  law  of  the  domicile  are  the  same ;  and  there- 
fore we  are  not  driven  to  resort  to  any  foreign  law  to  ascertain  what  constitutes  tlie 
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adtnissions  on  record.    In  cases  of  the  former  class  the  interposition 
of  writing  is  a  condition  suspensive  of  the  obligation;  and,  till  it  has 


will  of  the  deceased.    But  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to  keep  in  view  what  is  the 
function  of  the  forum  of  distribution,  acting  as  a  mere  medium  of  granting  adminiafra- 
lion  or  dividing  the  estate,  and  the  function  of  the  law  of  domicile  as  fixing  what  is  the 
will.    That  the  law  of  the  domicile  can  alone  settle  what  is  the  will,  is  a  principle  of  in- 
ternational law  of  extensive,  if  not  universal,  acceptation.    And  the  forum  of  distribution 
bends  to  that  law,  and  receives  its  instruction  with  unquestioning  faith  in  deference  to 
this  international  principle.    But  the  function  of  the  law  of  the  domicile  is  quite  different. 
It  determines  what  is  to  be  received  as  the  will  of  the  deceased,  not  on  any  principles  of 
international  law  or  views  of  general  jurisprudence,  but  according  to  the  rules  of  its 
own  municipal  system."    His  Ix)rdship  went  on  to  say,  that  it  being  ascertained  that 
the  testator  was  domiciled  in  Scotland,  the  question.  What  were  his  testamentary  papers  ? 
was  not  a  question  of  international  law,  but  a  question  in  the  municipal  law  of  Scot- 
land ;  and  the  settled  law  of  Scotland — ^that  is,  of  the  domicile — was,  that  "  all  instm> 
ments  (without  distinction,  except  in  the  case  of  conveyance  of  land)  executed  abroad, 
ac<;ording  to  the  solemnities  of  the  place  of  execution,  must  receive  effect  in  Scotland 
exactly  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  were  executed  within  Scotland  according  to  the 
solemnities  of  the  act  1681."     It  seems  doubtful,  at  first  sight,  how  far  the  opinion  of 
the  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  and  that  of  the  majority  of  the  consulted  judges,  proceed  on  the 
same  principles.    The  latter  held  that  the  Courts  of  Scotland  recognise  any  will  authen- 
ticated according  to  the  law  of  the  place  of  execution,  whatever  was  the  domicile  of  the 
testator ;  and  that  the  domicile  of  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  death,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  affecting  the  authentication  of  his  will.    The  Lord  Justice-Clerk  held  the 
question  to  be  a  question  of  the  law  of  the  domicile,  and  that  the  law  of  the  domicile, 
in  this  particular  case,  recognised  all  wills  executed  according  to  the  forms  required  by 
the  law  of  the  place  of  execution.    The  result  of  both  views  vras,  of  course,  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  that  case,  the  same,  namely,  to  support  the  will,  if  valid  according  to  the 
lex  loci  actus.    But  supposing  that  the  testator  in  the  case  of  Purves  had  been  domiciled 
in  England  at  the  date  of  his  death,  it  is  thought  that  the  Scottish  Court,  as  the  forum 
competent,  would  not  have  administered  the  law  of  the  domicile  only.     If  reference  were 
made,  in  the  case  supposed,  to  the  law  of  the  domicile — ^that  is,  to  the  law  of  England — to 
ascertain  whether  the  will  was  valid  or  not,  the  answer  would,  it  is  apprehended,  have 
been  adverse  to  the  validity  of  the  will  according  to  the  law  of  the  domicile,  if  it  were 
not  framed  in  conformity  with  the  English  statute  of  wills;  unless,  indeed,  the  English 
Courts  acted  on  the  view  of  the  Lord  Justice-Clerk,  viz.,  that  the  municipal  law  of 
England  is,  that  all  instruments  executed  abroad  according  to  the  solemnities  of  the 
place  of  execution  must  receive  effect  in  England  in  the  same  way  as  if  they  were  exe- 
cuted within  England  according  to  the  English  statute  of  wills.    But  the  case  of  Bremer 
V.  Freeman,  tupra,  shows  that  no  such  view  is  recognised  in  the  English  Courts ;  and, 
therefore,  if  the  Scottish  Courts,  in  the  supposed  case,  made  reference  to  the  law  of  the 
English  domicile,  the  answer  would  be  that  the  will  was  invalidly  executed  according 
to  the  law  of  the  domicile.     Yet,  it  is  thought,  that  the  Scotch  Court,  as  the  tribunal 
of  distribution,  would  of  necessity  recognise  the  will,  though  authenticated  neither  ac- 
cording to  the  statute  1681,  nor  according  to  the  forms  required  by  the  law  of  domicile, 
if  authenticated  according  to  the  forms  required  by  the  lez  loci  actus.    Perhaps  the  law 
laid  down  in  the  case  of  Purves  may  be  stated  thus : — ^That  in  all  questions  as  to  the 
capacity  of  a  testator  to  test,  or  the  construction  of  his  will,  or  its  legal  effect,  reference 
roust  be  made  to  the  law  of  his  domicile  at  death ;  that  reference  must  also  be  made  to 
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been  adhibited,  the  contract  is  inchoate  and  deficient  in  the  essen- 
tial element  of  final  consent ;  as  the  party  might  admit  on  record 
that  he  had  verbally  agreed  to  be  bound,  and  yet  might  escape  by 
pleading  his  right  to  resile,  provided  matters  were  entire.  Accord- 
ingly, in  such  cases  parole  of  the  verbal  agreement  seems  to  be  in- 
admissible, notwithstanding  the  rules  recognised  in  the  lex  fori  (r). 
For  example,  this  would  be  the  rule  in  a  verbal  contract  of  service 
for  more  thau  a  year  (»),  a  verbal  assignation  of  an  incorporeal 
moveable  (<),  or  of  a  patent  or  copyright  («*),  and  in  a  verbal  con- 
tract which  the  parties  agreed  should  be  committed  to  writing  (x)  ; 
such  contracts  being  entered  into  in  Scotland,  and  sought  to  be  en- 
forced in  another  country.  So  a  verbal  sale  of  goods  in  a  country 
where  writing  is  essential  to  the  sale  of  articles  of  their  value,  would 

(r)  The  law  is  so  laid  down  in  2  Bonllenois,  458,  9— Story,  §  262—8  Burge,  760. 
(«)  Supra,  I  664.  (t)  Supra,  %  667.  (ti)  Supra,  §  558. 

(z)  Supra,  I  608. 


that  law  to  ascertain  whether  he  has  left  any  papers,  and  if  so,  what  papers,  which  are 
of  a  testamentary  character  in  point  of  expression,  construction,  and  intention ;  but  that 
as  to  authentication  and  form,  the  papers  thus  ascertained  to  be  testamentary  in  their 
nature,  will  be  sustained  as  duly  executed,  if  executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  place 
of  execution,  whatever  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  testator  may  declare  on  that  sub- 
ject. It  is  of  importance,  however,  to  observe,  that  if  a  British  subject,  who  dies  after 
6th  August  1861,  makes  a  will,  and  afterwards  changes  his  domicile,  and  has  a  domicile 
at  the  date  of  his  death  different  from  his  domicile  when  he  made  his  will,  questions 
as  to  the  construction  of  that  will  must  now  be  determined  according  to  the  law  of  the 
testator's  domicile  when  he  made  his  will,  and  not  according  to  the  law  of  his  domicile 
at  death;  because  the  third  section  of  the  act  24  and  25  Vict.,  c.  114,  provides  that  the 
construction  of  a  will,  once  made,  shall  not  be  held  as  altered  by  change  of  domicile.  It 
would  seem  to  follow,  also,  that  reference  must  be  made  to  the  domicile  of  a  testator  at  the 
time  when  he  executed  any  writing,  to  ascertain  whether  that  writing,  according  to  its 
true  construction,  was  or  was  not  testamentary.  If,  however,  the  construction  of  a  will 
does  not  depend  on  any  peculiarity  of  the  foreign  law,  the  Court  will  construe  it  for 
themselves;  Sinclair  and  Others  (Thomson's  Trustees)  v,  Alexander,  1851,  14  D.,  217. 
While  all  conveyances  of  Scotch  heritage  not  executed  according  to  the  solemnities 
required  by  the  Scotch  statutes,  and  all  bequests  of  Scotch  heritage,  are  null,  a  will  or 
other  deed  executed  abroad  according  to  the  forms  of  the  place  of  execution,  revoking 
the  conveyance  and  purposes  in  a  duly  executed  Scotch  trust-deed  conveying  heritage 
mortis  eauta,  will  receive  effect.  But  if  a  party  execute  in  Scotland  a  trust-disposition 
and  settlement  conveying  heritage  to  trustees,  and  directing  them  as  to  its  disposal, 
and  afterwards  execute  a  will  revoking  all  former  wills,  and  bequeathing  his  heritage 
to  other  individuals,  it  has  been  held  that  in  such  a  case  the  conveyance  in  the  trust- 
deed  to  the  trustees  is  not  revoked,  but  that  the  revocation  of  aU  wills  operates  as  a  revo- 
cation of  the  directions  in  the  trust-deed,  and  that  the  new  bequests  may  receive  effect  as 
new  directions  to  the  trustees ;  Purves'  Trustees  v.  Purves'  Executors,  1861,  23  D.,  812 
— Boe  V.  Anderson,  1862,  24  D.,  732— Campbell's  Trustees  v.  Campbell,  1862,  24  D., 
1821 — Phillimore's  International  Law,  vol.  iv,  p.  627,  et  teq. 
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he  invalid  in  another  country  where  writing  is  not  required  in  sucli 
transa^.tions  (jf). 

§  1044.  But  where  the  exclusion  of  parole  by  the  lex  lad  con^ 
iractus  does  not  arise  from  writing  being  an  essential  solemnity, 
and  where,  therefore,  the  absence  of  writing  does  not  infer  right  to 
resile,  the  opposite  rule  to  that  stated  in  the  preceding  section  will 
be  applied  ;  for  the  exclusion  of  parole  by  the  lex  loci  contractus  is 
merely  a  regulation  as  to  the  mode  of  proving  the  fact  in  issue,  and 
is  entirely  independent  of  the  constitution  of  the  right  or  obligation. 
This  principle  is  well  illustrated  in  international  questions  of  pre- 
scription, where  it  is  settled  that  the  court  of  the  debtor's  domicile 
ought  not  to  give  effect  to  such  prescriptions  prevailing  in  the  lex 
loci  contractus  as  merely  limit  the  creditor's  mode  of  proof  by  ex- 
cluding parole  of  the  contract  («).  In  the  same  way,  although  a 
loan  of  money  exceeding  £8:6:8,  contracted  in  Scotland,  can  by 
the  law  of  that  country  be  proved  only  by  the  alleged  debtor's  writ 
or  oatli,  yet  if  it  is  sued  upon  in  England,  the  plaintiff  may  lead 
evidence  of  the  defendant's  verbal  acknowledgment  of  the  debt,  and 
any  other  proof  which  is  competent  by  English  law  (a). 

§  1045.  The  distinction  noticed  in  the  two  preceding  sections 
seems  to  apply  e  converso  to  those  cases  where  the  lex  loci  contrac- 
tus admits,  but  the  lex  fori  excludes,  parole  proof.  Thus  a  person 
sued  in  Scotland  to  fulfil  a  contract  which  can  be  constituted  ver- 
bally in  a  foreign  country,  cannot  plead  that  the  contract  is  ineffec- 
tual, because  by  Scotch  law  writing  is  essential  to  contracts  of  that 
nature,  when  entered  into  in  Scotland.  In  such  a  case  the  con- 
tract, having  been  validly  constituted  by  the  final  consent  of  the 
parties  according  to  the  lex  loci  contractus,  is  effectual  everywhere, 
and  cannot  be  voided  by  importing  into  it  a  rule  suspensive  of  tlie 
constitution  of  similar  contracts  by  the  lex  fori.  That  rule  is  limited 
to  contracts  which  were  entered  into  with  reference  to  the  law 
which  prescribes  it ;  and  it  should  not  have  the  retro-active  effect 
of  annulling  a  contract  which  the  parties  entered  into  (as  they  were 
entitled  to  do)  without  reference  to  its  existence.  Accordingly,  if 
a  party,  when  sued  in  a  Scotch  court  to  implement  an  obligation 
which  is  alleged  to  have  been  constituted  verbally  in  a  foreign 
country,  admits  the  fact  on  record  or  in  his  oath  on  reference,  he 
will  be  bound  to  implement  the  contract,  provided  by  the  lex  loci 


(y)  Boullenois,  supra — Story,  supra — Burge,  supra.  {z)  See  on  this,  tupra, 

'ji  i>26,  et  seq.  (f»)  Per  L.  Brougham  in  Don  w.  lappman,  1837,  2  8h.  and  M*L.. 
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cofUrtMctua  writing  is  not  required  for  its  constitution ;  such  admis- 
sions being  in  Scotland  full  proof  of  facts  to  the  legal  existence  of 
which  writing  is  not  essential.  In  like  manner  the  party's  writ 
dated  ea  intervaUo,  admitting  that  the  contract  had  been  constituted 
as  a  verbal  bargain,  would  be  effectual ;  whereas,  if  Scotland  had 
been  the  locus  of  the  contract,  a  proper  written  constitution  of  it 
would  have  been  required. 

§  1046.  This  view  is  supported  by  the  opinions  of  eminent  ju- 
rists (6)  ;  as  well  as  by  a  decision  in  which  Lord  Mackenzie  (Ordi- 
nary) expressly  applied  the  principle,  and  the  Court,  in  adhering 
to  his  Lordship's  judgment  on  other  grounds,  did  not  dissent  from 
his  view  of  the  law  (c).  Opposed  to  these  authorities  is  an  old  case 
in  which  the  Court  refused  to  sustain  probate  obtained  in  England 
by  the  executors  under  a  nuncupative  will ;  because,  although  such 
a  will  was  valid  in  England,  writing  was  essential  as  a  solemnity  to 
the  nomination  of  an  executor  in  Scotland  (d).  This  decision  is 
thought  to  be  erroneous  {e)?^ 


(b)  2  Bonllenois,  469— Story  Confl.,  i  262^  Barge  Com.,  160. 

(c)  Dale  9.  Dumbarton  Glaas  Co.,  1829,  7  S.,  869.  Here  a  workman  holding  him- 
self out  as  bound  to  an  English  company  for  a  term  of  years,  having  in  England  agreed 
▼erbally  with  a  Scotch  comjiany  to  exchange  with  a  servant  in  their  employment ;  in  a 
petition  before  the  Sheriff  to  have  him  ordained  to  fulfil  his  contract,  parole  of  the  com- 
munings between  the  parties,  as  well  as  written  evidence,  was  adduced  without  objection ; 
and  the  Sheriff  held  the  contract  to  have  been  constituted  as  for  the  full  term.  Lord 
Mackenzie,  in  sustaining  the  judgment,  added  a  finding,  "  That  the  agreement  took 
place  in  England,  by  the  law  of  which  it  appears  that  an  agreement  of  service  during 
more  years  than  one  may  be  completed  by  oral  words,  if  followed  by  actual  commence- 
ment of  the  service."  There  was  no  proof  of  English  law ;  and,  accordingly.  Lords 
Glenlee  and  PitmiUy  (with  whom  the  other  judges  concurred)  observed,  that  they  knew 
nothing  of  that  law  as  applying  to  the  case ;  but  the  latter  judge  added,  **  Wc  have  the 
evidence  of  what  this  man  held  out  to  be  the  law  of  England  in  this  particular  cose ; 
and  that  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  finding  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  on  the  point." 

{d)  Shaw  V.  Lewis,  1665,  M.,  4494.  The  report  bears,  that  the  Lords  "  found  that 
the  question  was  not  here  of  the  manner  of  probation  of  a  nomination,  in  which  case 
they  would  have  followed  the  law  of  the  place ;  but  it  was  upon  the  constitution  of  the 
essentials  of  a  right,  viz.,  a  nomination,  which,  albeit  it  was  certainly  known  to  have 
been  by  word ;  yea,  if  it  were  offered  to  be  proven  by  the  nearest  of  kin  that  they  were 
witnesses  thereto ;  yet  the  solemnity  of  writ  not  being  interposed,  the  nomination  is  it- 
self defective  and  null  in  mbttantialilnu,*^  (e)  This  decision  is  opposed  to  many 
cases  in  which  the  law  of  the  deceased's  domicile  has  been  held  to  regulate  the  question 
who  is  his  executor  (see  iuprOf  g  688),  and  the  views  which  the  Court  announced  as  to 
being  guided  by  that  law  in  opposition  to  the  lex  fori  in  a  matter  of  evidence  are  un* 
doubtedly  erroneous ;  see  2S  1086,  1048. 


11  It  is  thought  that  the  law  of  the  domicile  must  determine  whether  a  man  dies  tes- 
tate or  intestate;  Pur^•e8  v.  Purves,  1861,  28  D.,  880;  per  Lord  Justice-Clerk. 
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§  1047.  But,  while  the  lex  loci  contractus  regulates  the  consti- 
tution of  the  obligation  in  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  two  preced- 
ing sections,  it  is  thought  that  that  law  does  not  determine  the 
mode  of  proof.  The  question  which  the  court  where  the  action  is 
raised  has  to  decide  is,  whether  a  verbal  contract  in  certain  terms 
was  constituted  ;  and  that  they  must  do  by  their  own  rules  of  evi- 
dence. The  Scotch  lawyer  is  familiar  with  cases  where  obligations 
may  be  constituted  and  discharged  verbally,  and  yet  where  the 
fact  of  constitution  or  discharge  may  be  proved  by  the  party's  ad- 
missions on  record,  or  by  his  writ  or  oath,  but  not  by  parole  ;  as, 
for  example,  in  obligations  for  repayment  of  borrowed  money  (/), 
in  gratuitous  promises  (^),  promises  of  marriage  subsequent^  copu- 
la (A),  in  the  discharge  and  renunciation  of  written  obligations  (t), 
and  many  other  cases.  Applying  the  same  rule  to  foreign  obliga- 
tions for  which  parole  is  admissible  in  the  loctis  contractus,  but  not 
in  Scotland,  it  is  thought  that  they  may  be  proved  in  a  Scotch  court 
by  the  debtor's  admission  on  record,  or  by  his  writ  or  oath,  but  not 
by  parole. 

§  1048.  This  mode  of  dealing  with  such  cases  seems  to  be  the 
only  way  in  which  the  lex  loci  contractus  and  the  lex  fot^  can  be 
confined  to  their  respective  spheres  of  the  constitution  and  the 
proof  of  the  contract.  It  is  in  complete  accordance  with  the  prin- 
ciple now  firmly  established  that  such  Scotch  prescriptions  as  limit 
the  proof  of  the  constitution  and  subsistence  of  certain  obligations 
to  the  defender's  writ  or  oath,  apply  to  foreign  contracts,  although 
by  the  lex  loci  contractus  these  may  be  proved  by  parole  (i).  Lord 
Brougham's  opinions  in  the  leading  case  on  that  subject  (Z),  and  in 
a  kindred  case  of  not  less  authority  (m),  support  the  same  principle, 
and  must  now  be  held  to  have  overruled  some  previous  decisions  in 
which  the  opposite  view  had  been  taken  (w). 

§  1049.  As  to  what  country  forms  the  locu^  contractus  the  rule 
is,  that  it  is  the  place  where  the  contract  received  its  essential  ele- 

(/)  Supra,  U  692,  693.  (g)  Supra,  §  696.  (A)  Supra,  i  641. 

(•)  Supra,  U  606,  624.  (k)  Supra,  I  626,  et  teq.  \t)  Don  v,  Lippman, 

1887,  2  Sh.  and  M'L.,  682,  mpra,  ib.  (w)  Yates  v.  Thomson,  1835,  8  CI.  and 

Finn.,  644.  («)  In  Glyn  v.  Johnston,  1880,  8  S.,  889,  parole  of  non-onerosity  of 

a  bill  was  admitted,  because  the  locut  contractus  was  England,  where  such  proof  was  ad- 
missible. In  Galbraith  v.  Guningham,  1626,  M.,  4480,  and  L.  Balbirnie  v.  L.  Uitill, 
1688,  M.,  4481,  parole  was  admitted  in  Scotland  to  prove  payment  of  certain  bonds,  on 
the  ground  that  the  payment  was  alleged  to  have  been  made  in  a  country  where  that 
mode  of  proof  was  admissible.  These  cases  are  refuted  by  Lord  Brougham  in  Bon  v. 
Lippman,  tupra.  Still  more  erroneous  were  the  views  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Shaw 
V.  Lewis,  supra,  §  1046. 
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meut  of  consent.  Accordingly,  in  a  unilateral  obligation  it  is  the 
country  in  which  the  debtor  resided  when  he  granted  the  deed  (o). 
So  in  a  contract  standing  on  offer  and  acceptance,  it  is  the  country 
in  i?irhich  the  acceptor  resided  {p) ;  and  it  is  the  country  of  the  ac- 
ceptor's domicile  in  questions  between  the  drawer  and  acceptor  of  a 
bill  of  exchange  (r).^  An  indorsation  by  a  foreign  drawer  or  payee 
does  not  follow  the  locus  of  the  bill ;  but,  in  an  action  of  recourse 
against  him,  it  is  a  foreign  contract  («). 

Obligations  contracted  in  Scotland  by  the  Scotch  agent  of  a  fo- 
reign company,  who  has  power  to  bind  his  principals,  are  Scotch 
contracts  as  much  as  if  the  real  obligants  had  been  domiciled  in 
this  country  {t).  But  where  an  agent  is  merely  authorised  to  re- 
ceive proposals  for  contracts  and  to  transmit  them  to  his  principals 
— ^the  contract  being  constituted  by  his  delivering  to  the  other 
party  a  deed  executed  by  the  principals  in  the  foreign  country — the 
latter,  and  not  the  country  of  the  agent's  residence,  is  the  locus  con- 
tractus (t«). 

§  1050.  In  the  foregoing  sections  it  has  been  assumed  that  the 
locus  contracttis  is  also  the  coimtry  where  the  obligation  has  to  be 
performed.  WTiere  it  is  not,  the  contract  will  be  sustained  if  it  is 
valid  according  to  the  lex  loci  solutionis,  the  parties  being  presumed 
to  have  contracted  with  reference  to  that  law  {x).  There  seems 
not  to  be  any  decision,  however,  in  which  a  contract  valid  by  the 

(o)  Robertson  v,  Burdekin,  1848,  6  D.,  17.  (/?)  8  Surge  Com.,  758. 

(r)  Reynolds  v.  Syme,  1774,  M.,  1698— M'Alpines  v.  Parsons,  1792.  M.,  1617— 
Strathem  v.  Masterman  &Co.,  1860,  12  D.,  1087—8  Surge,  755. 

(«)  Story  on  Bills,  gg  167,  176— Don  v.  Lippman,  1837,  2  Sh.  and  M'L.,  737 ;  cor- 
recting Rickman  v.  M'Lachlan,  1827,  5  S.,  700,  and  Royal  Bank  t;.  Smith  &  Co.,  20th 
January  1818,  F.  C.  (0  Mills  v.  Albion  Ins.  Co.,  1828,  6  S.,  409 ;  affd., 

3  W.  S.,  218.  (m)  Parken  v.  R.  Exchange  As.  Co.,  1846,  8  D.,  866. 

(x)  Story  Confl.,  §  280,  et  ^egr.— Story  on  Bills,  ??  129,  147—8  Surge,  771,  772— 
Robinson  v.  Bland,  1760,  2  Burr.,  1077. 


13  It  is  thought  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  locut  eontraetiu  of  a  bill,  in  questions  be- 
tween drawer  and  acceptor,  is  the  place  where  the  acceptor  signed  it,  though  not  his 
domicile ;  Mackenzie  v.  Hall,  1864,  17  D.,  164.  There  the  acceptor  was  a  domiciled 
Scotchman,  but  the  locua  contractus  was  England.  In  Don  v,  Lippman,  supra,  the  ac- 
ceptor of  the  bill  was  a  domiciled  Scotchman,  but  there  was  no  doubt  that  the  locus  con- 
traetus  was  France,  where  he  signed  the  bill ;  see  Story's  Confl.  of  Laws,  6th  ed.,  §  314 
— Phillimore's  International  Law,  iv,  p.  606.  Of  course  this  will  not  aflfect  questions 
of  remedy  when  a  bill  is  sued  on  in  a  Scotch  Court.  Sergeant  Byles  lays  it  down,  that 
the  locus  sohUionis  is  to  be  deemed  the  hcus  contractus ;  Byles  on  Bills,  370.  This 
seems,  however,  not  consistent  with  Strathern  v.  Masterman,  supra^  where  a  bill  accept- 
ed in  Scotland,  but  payable  in  England,  was  held  to  be  a  Scotch  bill. 
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lea;  loci  contractus  has  fallen  from  being  deficient  in  solemnities 
prescribed  by  the  Ux  hci  solutionis.  The  validity  of  such  a  con- 
tract may  be  maintained  on  the  presumption  that  the  parties  meant 
to  be  regulated  by  the  lea  loci  contractus.  They  were,  perhaps,  not 
aware  of  the  formalities  required  in  the  hcus  solutionis. 


3  biQS  Qba  371  sas 


